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SUMMARY 
Two major reviews of sex differences in job satisfac­
tion (Herzberg, Mausner, Snyderman, and Capwell, 1957; 
Quinn, Staines, and McCullough, 19 74) concluded that the re­
search findings in this area are inconsistent. Some studies 
report greater male satisfaction, some greater female satis­
faction, and some no differences in satisfaction. Hulin and 
Smith (1964), in an attempt to explain this inconsistency, 
suggested that observed sex differences in job satisfaction 
may be due not to sex per se, but rather to "the entire con­
stellation of variables which consistently covary with sex" 
(p. 91). The present research is designed to test this hy­
pothesis . 
The Job Descriptive Index (Smith, Kendall, and Hulin, 
1969), accompanied by a biographical information blank, was 
administered to 154 male and 326 female employees at all 
levels of responsibility in a department of the Georgia State 
Government. The obtained data were analyzed under two con­
ditions. In Condition I, sex differences in job satisfac­
tion were tested using a multiple analysis of variance design 
ignoring the effects of any potential underlying variables. 
Males were found to be significantly more satisfied with pro­
motions and work and thus with the overall job situation. In 
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Condition II, sex differences were tested using a multiple 
analysis of covariance design which controlled for the ef­
fects of nine covariates of sex (age, education, tenure in 
organization, tenure in present position, paygrade classi­
fication, and four interaction terms). In this condition, 
females were found to be significantly more satisfied with 
pay and thus the overall job situation. However, the signi­
ficant differences in promotions and work observed in Condi­
tion I "washed out" in Condition II. 
The Hulin and Smith (1964) hypothesis was only par­
tially confirmed by this study. While the observed sex 
differences in satisfactions with promotions and work can be 
accounted for by controlling nine covariates of sex, sex 
differences in pay cannot be accounted for in this manner. 
CHAPTER I 
THE CONCEPT OF JOB SATISFACTION 
The general purpose of this thesis research is to 
investigate the relationship between sex and job satisfac­
tion, with particular attention focused on the nature of 
the effects of several underlying variables which may in­
fluence this relationship. The first three chapters pro­
vide a background and conceptual framework for the problem 
through discussions of job satisfaction, sex differences in 
psychological variables, and the specific topic of interest— 
sex differences in job satisfaction. 
A Rationale for Job Satisfaction Research 
Job satisfaction, defined as "affective attitudes or 
orientations on the part of individuals toward jobs" (Law-
ler, 1 9 7 3 , p. 6 2 ) , has interested industrial psychologists 
since the 1930's (Lawler, 1 9 7 3 ; Vroom, 1 9 6 9 ) . Reasons for 
this interest can be categorized into three areas for the 
purpose of discussion: pragmatic, humanitarian, and theo­
retical . 
Pragmatic Reasons 
Much of the early work on job satisfaction was car­
ried out by researchers who were under the impression that 
job satisfaction determined, or at least was highly corre-
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l a t e d w i t h , j o b p e r f o r m a n c e ( V r o o m , 1 9 6 9 ) . W h i l e m o s t r e ­
v i e w e r s h a v e c o n c l u d e d t h a t t h e r e i s n o c l e a r - c u t r e l a t i o n ­
s h i p b e t w e e n j o b s a t i s f a c t i o n a n d j o b p e r f o r m a n c e ( B r a y -
f i e l d a n d C r o c k e t t , 1 9 5 5 ; K a h n , 1 9 6 0 ; V r o o m , 1 9 6 4 ) , a r e ­
c e n t r e c o n c e p t u a l i z a t i o n o f t h e s a t i s f a c t i o n - p e r f o r m a n c e 
r e l a t i o n s h i p w h i c h r e v e r s e s t h e h y p o t h e s i z e d d i r e c t i o n o f 
c a u s a t i o n ( P o r t e r a n d L a w l e r , 1 9 6 8 ; L a w l e r , 1 9 7 3 ) h a s s t i m ­
u l a t e d r e n e w e d i n t e r e s t i n t h e s t u d y o f j o b s a t i s f a c t i o n . 
O t h e r p r a c t i c a l r e a s o n s f o r t h e s t u d y o f j o b s a t i s ­
f a c t i o n , i n a d d i t i o n t o i t s e f f e c t s o n p e r f o r m a n c e (or v i c e 
v e r s a ) , i n c l u d e i t s d e m o n s t r a t e d r e l a t i o n s h i p s w i t h t u r n o v e r 
a n d a b s e n t e e i s m , t w o o f i n d u s t r y ' s m o s t c o s t l y p r o b l e m s 
( L a w l e r , 1 9 7 3 ) . A n u m b e r o f s t u d i e s ( F l e i s h m a n , H a r r i s , a n d 
B u r t t , 1 9 5 5 ; F o u r n e t , D i s t e f a n o , a n d P r y e r , 1 9 6 6 ; G i e s e a n d 
R u t e r , 1 9 4 9 ; K e r r , K o p p e l m e i r , a n d S u l l i v a n , 1 9 5 1 ; W a t e r s 
a n d R o a c h , 1 9 7 1 ; W e i t z a n d N u c k o l s , 1 9 5 3 ) h a v e r e p o r t e d a 
n e g a t i v e r e l a t i o n s h i p b e t w e e n j o b s a t i s f a c t i o n a n d t u r n o v e r 
( a n d t h u s a p o s i t i v e r e l a t i o n s h i p b e t w e e n j o b s a t i s f a c t i o n 
a n d t e n u r e ) . A l s o , c o n v i n c i n g e v i d e n c e h a s b e e n p r e s e n t e d 
t o i n d i c a t e a s i m i l a r n e g a t i v e r e l a t i o n s h i p b e t w e e n j o b 
s a t i s f a c t i o n a n d a b s e n t e e i s m ( F l e i s h m a n , H a r r i s , a n d B u r t t , 
1 9 5 5 ; H a r d i n g a n d B o t t e n b e r g , 1 9 6 1 ; M a n n a n d B a u m g a r t e l , 
1 9 5 2 ; M a r t i n , 1 9 7 1 ; M e t z n e r a n d M a n n , 1 9 5 3 ; W a t e r s a n d R o a c h , 
19 7 1 ; V a n Z e l s t a n d K e r r , 1 9 5 3 ) . Q u i n n , S t a i n e s a n d M c C u l -
l o u g h ( 1 9 7 4 ) c i t e e v i d e n c e w h i c h s u g g e s t s t h a t j o b s a t i s f a c ­
t i o n m a y b e d i r e c t l y r e l a t e d t o s u c h d a m a g i n g e m p l o y e e a c -
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tivities as theft, sabotage, and drug use. 
Humanitarian Reasons 
Recent publications (for example, O'Toole, et al., 
1 9 7 2 ; Rosow, 1 9 7 4 ; Sheppard and Herrick, 1972) indicate a 
rapid increase in the emphasis being placed on the quality 
of life in American industrial organizations. For more than 
three decades, Kornhauser ( 1 9 3 0 , 1965) has shown that job 
satisfaction is a major determinant of perceived quality of 
life. Ronan (1970) and Lawler (1973) have argued that the 
relationship between job satisfaction and individual life 
adjustment demands increased emphasis on the study of job 
satisfaction. Lawler ( 1 9 7 3 , pp. 6 2 - 6 3 ) has expressed this 
need as follows: 
Job satisfaction is one measure of the qual­
ity of life in organizations and is worth under­
standing even if it doesn't relate to perfor­
mance. This reason for studying satisfaction 
is likely to be an increasingly prominent one 
as we begin to worry more about the effects 
working in organizations has on people and 
as our humanitarian concern for the kind of 
psychological experiences people have during 
their lives increases. What happens to peo­
ple during the work day has profound effects 
both on the individual employee's life and on 
the society as a whole, and thus these events 
cannot be ignored if the quality of life in 
a society is to be high. 
Theoretical Reasons 
Satisfaction has played a major role in motivation 
theories ranging from the drive reduction theory of Hull 
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(1943, 1952) to the holistic-dynamic viewpoint of Maslow 
(1943, 1954, 1970). Yet, few theoretical treatments are 
available on the elusive concept of satisfaction (Lawler, 
1973) . A major criticism which has been leveled against 
the job satisfaction literature (Locke, 1968, 1969; Hinrichs, 
1970; Lawler, 1973) has been summarized by Lawler (1973): 
The research on job satisfaction has typi­
cally been atheoretical and has not tested for 
causal relationships. Since the research has 
not been guided by theory, a vast array of un­
organized, virtually uninterpretable facts have 
been unearthed.... A great deal is known about 
what factors are related to satisfaction, but 
very little is known about the causal basis 
for the relationships. This is a serious prob­
lem when one attempts to base change efforts 
on the research. This problem also increases 
the difficulty of developing and testing theo­
ries of satisfaction (p. 63). 
Thus a third major rationale for the study of job 
satisfaction is, or should be, to develop and test theoret­
ical models of job satisfaction. 
Theories of Job Satisfaction 
Several theoretical approaches to job satisfaction 
have been recognized (Lawler, 19 73; Miner and Dachler, 1973) 
despite the criticism mentioned above. Four extant theories 
of job satisfaction, as recognized and described by Lawler 
(19 73), are presented here. Note that several of these 
theoretical approaches distinguish between job satisfaction, 
as defined earlier, and facet satisfaction, which has been 
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d e f i n e d a s " p e o p l e ' s a f f e c t i v e r e a c t i o n s t o p a r t i c u l a r a s ­
p e c t s o f t h e i r j o b s " ( L a w l e r , 1 9 7 3 , p , 6 4 ) . W h i l e m o s t t h e ­
o r i e s o f j o b s a t i s f a c t i o n m a i n t a i n t h a t j o b s a t i s f a c t i o n i s 
a c o m p o s i t e o f a f f e c t i v e r e a c t i o n s t o v a r i o u s f a c e t s o f t h e 
j o b s i t u a t i o n , t h e y d i f f e r i n t e r m s o f t h e h y p o t h e s i z e d 
m a n n e r i n w h i c h t h e f a c e t s a t i s f a c t i o n s a r e c o m b i n e d ( E v a n s , 
19.69; L a w l e r , 1 9 7 3 ) . 
F u l f i l l m e n t T h e o r y 
T h e o r i s t s w h o h a v e c h a m p i o n e d t h e f u l f i l l m e n t a p ­
p r o a c h ( S c h a f f e r , 1 9 5 3 ; V r o o m , 1 9 6 4 ) m e a s u r e a p e r s o n ' s s a t ­
i s f a c t i o n b y s i m p l y a s k i n g h o w m u c h o f a g i v e n f a c e t o r 
o u t c o m e h e i s r e c e i v i n g . T h u s , t h e s e t h e o r i s t s v i e w s a t i s ­
f a c t i o n a s d e p e n d i n g o n h o w m u c h o f a g i v e n o u t c o m e o r g r o u p 
o f o u t c o m e s a p e r s o n r e c e i v e s ( L a w l e r , 1 9 7 3 ) . L a w l e r ( 1 9 7 3 ) 
b e l i e v e s t h i s a p p r o a c h t o b e i n v a l i d s i n c e i t f a i l s t o t a k e 
i n t o a c c o u n t i n d i v i d u a l d i f f e r e n c e s i n d e s i r e d o u t c o m e s . 
D i s c r e p a n c y T h e o r y 
D i s c r e p a n c y t h e o r i s t s ( K a t z e l l , 1 9 6 4 ; L o c k e , 1 9 6 8 , 
1 9 6 9 ; M o r s e , 1 9 5 3 ; P o r t e r , 1 9 6 1 ) m a i n t a i n t h a t s a t i s f a c t i o n 
i s d e t e r m i n e d b y t h e d i f f e r e n c e s b e t w e e n t h e a c t u a l o u t ­
c o m e s a p e r s o n r e c e i v e s a n d s o m e o t h e r o u t c o m e l e v e l ; w h e n 
r e c e i v e d o u t c o m e i s b e l o w t h e o t h e r o u t c o m e l e v e l , d i s s a t i s ­
f a c t i o n r e s u l t s ( L a w l e r , 1 9 7 3 ) . F o r e x a m p l e . P o r t e r ' s ( 1 9 6 1 ) 
w i d e l y a c c e p t e d a p p r o a c h t o m e a s u r i n g s a t i s f a c t i o n a s k s p e o ­
p l e h o w m u c h o f a g i v e n o u t c o m e t h e r e s h o u l d b e f o r t h e i r 
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job and how much of a given outcome there actually is; the 
discrepancy between the two is considered to be a measure 
of satisfaction. 
Equity Theory 
Adams' (1963, 1965) equity theory holds that satis­
faction is determined by the perceived ratio of what a per­
son receives from his job relative to what he puts into his 
job. According to equity theory, either under-reward or 
over-reward can lead to feelings of dissatisfaction, al­
though the feelings are somewhat different in the two cases. 
The theory emphasizes that over-reward leads to feelings of 
guilt, while under-reward leads to feelings of unfair treat­
ment. Equity theory argues that people evaluate the fairness 
of their own input-output balance by comparing it with their 
perception of the input-output balance of a "comparison 
other" (Lawler, 1973). 
Two-Factor Theory 
Lawler (1973) cites two aspects of the two-factor 
theory (Herzberg, Mausner, Peterson, and Capwell, 1957; Herz-
berg, Mausner, and Snyderman, 1959) which are unique and ac­
count for much of the attention it has received. First, 
rather than accepting a single satisfaction-dissatisfaction 
continuum, two-factor theory claims that two independent 
continua exist, one running from satisfied to neutral, the 
other from dissatisfied to neutral. Second, two-factor 
7 
t h e o r y s t r e s s e s t h a t d i f f e r e n t j o b f a c e t s i n f l u e n c e f e e l i n g s 
o f s a t i s f a c t i o n a n d d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n . F o r e x a m p l e , r e c o g n i ­
t i o n i s s a i d t o a f f e c t s a t i s f a c t i o n , w h i l e w o r k i n g c o n d i ­
t i o n s a f f e c t d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n . R e g a r d i n g e m p i r i c a l t e s t s o f 
t h e t h e o r y , L a w l e r (19 7 3 , p . 7 0 ) s t a t e s : " T h e r e s u l t s o f 
t h e s t u d i e s d e s i g n e d t o t e s t t w o - f a c t o r t h e o r y h a v e n o t p r o ­
v i d e d c l e a r - c u t s u p p o r t f o r t h e t h e o r y , n o r h a v e t h e s e s t u ­
d i e s a l l o w e d f o r t o t a l r e j e c t i o n o f t h e t h e o r y . I n m a n y 
c a s e s , t h e s t u d i e s h a v e o n l y f u e l e d t h e c o n t r o v e r s y t h a t 
s u r r o u n d s t h e t h e o r y . " ( S e e D u n n e t t e , C a m p b e l l , a n d H a k e l , 
19 6 7 ; K i n g , 19 7 0 ; M i n e r a n d D a c h l e r , 1 9 7 3 ; a n d S m i t h a n d 
C r a n n y , 1 9 6 8 f o r d i s c u s s i o n s o f t h i s c o n t r o v e r s y . ) 
A M o d e l o f F a c e t S a t i s f a c t i o n 
L a w l e r ( 1 9 7 3 ) , b y d r a w i n g h e a v i l y f r o m b o t h d i s c r e ­
p a n c y a n d e q u i t y t h e o r y , h a s c o n s t r u c t e d a m o d e l o f j o b 
f a c e t s a t i s f a c t i o n . T h i s m o d e l i s d i a g r a m m e d i n F i g u r e 1 . 
L a w l e r ' s ( 1 9 7 3 ) d i s c r e p a n c y m o d e l d e p i c t s s a t i s f a c ­
t i o n a s t h e d i f f e r e n c e b e t w e e n a , w h a t a p e r s o n f e e l s h e 
s h o u l d r e c e i v e , a n d b , w h a t h e p e r c e i v e s t h a t h e a c t u a l l y 
r e c e i v e s . T h e m o d e l i n d i c a t e s t h a t w h e n t h e p e r s o n ' s p e r ­
c e p t i o n o f w h a t h i s o u t c o m e l e v e l i s a n d h i s p e r c e p t i o n o f 
w h a t h i s o u t c o m e l e v e l s h o u l d b e a r e i n a g r e e m e n t , t h e p e r ­
s o n w i l l b e s a t i s f i e d ; a n d w h e n h i s p e r c e i v e d o u t c o m e l e v e l 
f a l l s b e l o w w h a t h e f e e l s i t s h o u l d b e , h e w i l l b e d i s s a t i s ­



































a = b -* satisfaction 
a > b dissatisfaction 
a < b guilt, inequity. 
discomfort 
F i g u r e 1 , D i a g r a m o f L a w l e r 1 s M o d e l o f F a c e t S a t i s f a c t i o n 
S o u r c e : L a w l e r , E , E • , I I I . M o t i v a t i o n i n w o r k o r g a n i z a t i o n s . M o n t e r r e y 
C a . : B r o o k s / C o l e , 1 9 7 3 . 
9 
the model holds that when a person's perceived outcome level 
exceeds what he feels it should be, he will have feelings of 
guilt, inequity, and discomfort. A person's perception of 
what his (or her) reward level should be is influenced by a 
number of factors, including perceived personal inputs, per­
ceived job demands, and the perceived inputs and outcomes of 
comparison-others. Perceived outcome level is similarly in­
fluenced by both actual outcomes received and the perceived 
outcomes of comparison-others. 
Lawler's model does not include sex in the list of 
factors which influence perceived personal job inputs. 
While this omission may simply be due to oversight, it does 
point up a question which has been of interest to psycholo­
gists for a number of years—are there sex differences in 
job satisfaction? One objective of this thesis study is to 
determine the necessity of including sex as a variable 
which influences measures of job facet satisfaction. That 
is, if the effects of some of the variables included in Law­
ler ' s model are held constant, will there still be observed 
sex differences in job satisfaction? A methodology for an­
swering this question is described in Chapters IV and V. 
At this point, attention must be shifted to the second ma­
jor concept included in this thesis study—sex as an inde­
pendent (influencing) variable in psychological research. 
1 0 
C H A P T E R I I 
S E X D I F F E R E N C E S I N P S Y C H O L O G I C A L V A R I A B L E S 
N o t o p i c i n p s y c h o l o g y i s o f m o r e p e r e n n i a l 
i n t e r e s t t h a n s e x d i f f e r e n c e s . S t u d y a f t e r 
s t u d y , b o o k a f t e r b o o k , t e s t i f y t o t h e f a c t 
t h a t r e s e a r c h w o r k e r s , w r i t e r s , a n d r e a d e r s 
c o n s i d e r t h e s u b j e c t o n e o f p a r a m o u n t i m p o r ­
t a n c e ( T y l e r , 1 9 6 5 , p . 2 3 9 ) . 
T y l e r h i g h l i g h t s t h e h i g h d e g r e e o f i n t e r e s t w h i c h 
p e r s i s t s i n t h e p s y c h o l o g i c a l l i t e r a t u r e w i t h r e g a r d t o s e x 
d i f f e r e n c e s . T w o m a j o r r e v i e w e r s o f t h i s l i t e r a t u r e ( A n a -
s t a s i , 1 9 5 8 ; T y l e r , 1 9 6 5 ) h a v e c o n c l u d e d t h a t d e s p i t e t h e 
m a n y m e t h o d o l o g i c a l p r o b l e m s i n v o l v e d i n t h e s t u d y o f s e x 
d i f f e r e n c e s , e v i d e n c e f o r s u c h d i f f e r e n c e s i n a n u m b e r o f 
p s y c h o l o g i c a l v a r i a b l e s i s q u i t e p e r s u a s i v e . I n t h e f o l l o w ­
i n g p a r a g r a p h s , s o m e o f t h e e v i d e n c e f o r s e x d i f f e r e n c e s i n 
s e v e r a l o f t h e s e v a r i a b l e s i s b r i e f l y s u m m a r i z e d . S o c i o -
c u l t u r a l s e x r o l e s a r e a l s o d i s c u s s e d a s p o s s i b l e d e t e r m i ­
n a n t s o f s o m e o f t h e s e d i f f e r e n c e s . 
S e x D i f f e r e n c e s i n A b i l i t i e s a n d A c h i e v e m e n t 
A b i l i t i e s 
W h i l e t h e r e i s n o c l e a r - c u t e v i d e n c e t h a t e i t h e r s e x 
i s s u p e r i o r i n t e r m s o f g e n e r a l a b i l i t y ( M i e l e , 1 9 5 8 ; S c o t ­
t i s h C o u n c i l f o r R e s e a r c h i n E d u c a t i o n , 1 9 3 9 , 1 9 4 9 ) , r e -
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s e a r c h i n c e r t a i n s p e c i a l a b i l i t i e s h a s p r o v e d t o b e m o r e 
c o n c l u s i v e ( T y l e r , 1 9 6 5 ) . 
F e m a l e s a r e c l e a r l y s u p e r i o r i n t e r m s o f v e r b a l f l u ­
e n c y ( G o o d e n o u g h , 1 9 2 7 ; H a v i g h u r s t a n d B r e e s e , 1 9 4 7 ; H e r z -
b e r g a n d L e p k i n , 1 9 5 4 ; H o b s o n , 1 9 4 7 ; T e r m a n a n d T y l e r , 1 9 5 4 ; 
W e l l m a n , C a s e , M e n g e r t , a n d B r a d b u r y , 1 9 3 1 ) ; h o w e v e r , n e i ­
t h e r s e x i s s u p e r i o r i n t e r m s o f v o c a b u l a r y s i z e ( C l a r k , 1 9 5 9 ; 
D u n s d o n a n d F r a s e r - R o b e r t s , 19 5 7 ) . 
A l t h o u g h m a l e s a n d f e m a l e s a r e e q u i v a l e n t i n t h e a b i l ­
i t y t o m a n i p u l a t e n u m b e r s ( H a v i g h u r s t a n d B r e e s e , 1 9 4 7 ; H o b -
s o n , 1 9 4 7 ) , m a l e s a r e s u p e r i o r w i t h r e g a r d t o m a t h e m a t i c a l 
r e a s o n i n g ( T e r m a n a n d T y l e r , 1 9 5 4 ) . M a l e s a r e a l s o c o n s i s ­
t e n t l y s u p e r i o r i n t h e j u d g m e n t a n d m a n i p u l a t i o n o f s p a t i a l 
r e l a t i o n s h i p s ( B e n n e t t a n d C r u i k s h a n k , 1 9 4 2 ; P o r t e u s , 1 9 1 8 ; 
T e r m a n a n d T y l e r , 1 9 5 4 ) ; w h i l e f e m a l e s u s u a l l y o u t s c o r e 
m a l e s o n t e s t s o f m a n u a l d e x t e r i t y ( T y l e r , 1 9 6 5 ) . 
M a l e s a r e u s u a l l y s u p e r i o r t o f e m a l e s i n t e r m s o f 
a m o u n t a n d r a n g e o f g e n e r a l i n f o r m a t i o n ( M i e l e , 1 9 5 8 ) a n d 
s c i e n t i f i c a b i l i t y ( E d g e r t o n a n d B r i t t , 1 9 4 4 , 19 4 7 ; H e i l m a n , 
1 9 3 3 ) ; f e m a l e s e x c e l i n r o t e m e m o r y t a s k s ( H a v i g h u r s t a n d 
B r e e s e , 1 9 4 7 ) a n d c l e a r l y e x c e l i n t h e p e r c e p t i o n o f d e t a i l s 
( G a i n e r , 1 9 6 2 ; M c G u i r e , 1 9 6 1 ; M e i l e , 1 9 5 8 ; N o r m a n , 1 9 5 3 ; 
S c h n e i d l e r a n d P a t e r s o n , 1 9 4 2 ; W e s m a n , 1 9 4 9 ) . 
I n s u m m a r y , " . . . m a l e s a r e c l e a r l y s u p e r i o r o n t e s t s 
o f m a t h e m a t i c a l r e a s o n i n g , s p a t i a l r e l a t i o n s h i p s , a n d s c i e n c e . 
1 2 
F e m a l e s a r e s u p e r i o r i n v e r b a l f l u e n c y , r o t e m e m o r y , p e r c e p ­
t u a l s p e e d , a n d d e x t e r i t y " ( T y l e r , 1 9 6 5 , p . 2 4 7 ) . H o w e v e r , 
i n a n y d i s c u s s i o n o f s e x d i f f e r e n c e s , i t i s n e c e s s a r y t o 
k e e p i n m i n d t h a t g r o u p a v e r a g e s a r e b e i n g c o m p a r e d ; i n d i ­
v i d u a l c a s e s c a n n o t b e r e l i a b l y p r e d i c t e d o n t h e b a s i s o f 
t h i s i n f o r m a t i o n ( A n a s t a s i , 1 9 5 8 ; T y l e r , 1 9 6 5 ) . 
A c h i e v e m e n t 
A l t h o u g h g i r l s t y p i c a l l y m a k e b e t t e r g r a d e s i n 
s c h o o l t h a n d o b o y s ( N o r t h b y , 1 9 5 8; T y l e r , 19 6 5 ) , d i f f e r e n c e s 
i n p e r f o r m a n c e a s m e a s u r e d b y b a t t e r i e s o f a c h i e v e m e n t 
t e s t s a r e l e s s m a r k e d ( T y l e r , 1 9 6 5 ) . G i r l s t y p i c a l l y e x c e l 
i n E n g l i s h , s p e l l i n g , w r i t i n g , a n d a r t ; b o y s i n a r i t h m e ­
t i c a l r e a s o n i n g , h i s t o r y , g e o g r a p h y , a n d s c i e n c e ( T e r m a n 
a n d T y l e r , 1 9 5 4 ) . 
S e x D i f f e r e n c e s i n P e r s o n a l i t y a n d M o t i v a t i o n 
I n t e r e s t s a n d V a l u e s 
W h i l e t h e r e i s c e r t a i n l y m u c h o v e r l a p b e t w e e n t h e 
s e x e s i n t e r m s o f i n t e r e s t s ( T y l e r , 1 9 6 5 ) , m a r k e d d i f ­
f e r e n c e s h a v e b e e n f o u n d o n s t a n d a r d i z e d i n t e r e s t i n v e n ­
t o r i e s ( S t r o n g , 1 9 4 3 ; T r a x l e r a n d M c C a l l , 1 9 4 1 ) . F o r e x ­
a m p l e , o n t h e K u d e r P r e f e r e n c e R e c o r d , b o y s a v e r a g e h i g h e r 
i n t h e m e c h a n i c a l , s c i e n t i f i c , c o m p u t a t i o n a l , a n d p e r s u a ­
s i v e a r e a s ; g i r l s i n t h e m u s i c a l , a r t i s t i c , l i t e r a r y , s o ­
c i a l s e r v i c e , a n d c l e r i c a l a r e a s ( T r a x l e r a n d M c C a l l , 1 9 4 1 ) . 
S e d e r ( 1 9 4 0 ) , h o w e v e r , h a s f o u n d t h a t d i f f e r e n c e s i n i n t e r -
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e s t s u s u a l l y d o n o t a p p e a r w h e n g r o u p s o f m e n a n d w o m e n i n 
t h e s a m e p r o f e s s i o n s a r e c o m p a r e d . 
O n t h e A l l p o r t - V e r n o n S t u d y o f V a l u e s , m a l e s s c o r e 
h i g h e r f o r t h e o r e t i c a l , e c o n o m i c , a n d p o l i t i c a l v a l u e s ; f e ­
m a l e s f o r a e s t h e t i c , s o c i a l , a n d r e l i g i o u s v a l u e s ( A l l p o r t 
a n d V e r n o n , 1 9 3 1 ) . 
O t h e r P e r s o n a l i t y V a r i a b l e s 
M a l e s a p p e a r t o b e m o r e a g g r e s s i v e t h a n d o f e m a l e s 
( O e t z e l , 1 9 6 2 ) ; a n d m a l e s u s u a l l y s c o r e h i g h e r t h a n d o f e ­
m a l e s o n m e a s u r e s o f a c h i e v e m e n t m o t i v a t i o n ( M c C l e l l a n d , 
A t k i n s o n , C l a r k , a n d L o w e l l , 1 9 5 3 ; W a l t e r a n d M a r z o l f , 
1 9 5 1 ) . W o m e n ' s a v e r a g e s o n a d j u s t m e n t i n v e n t o r i e s u s u a l l y 
l i e c l o s e r t o t h e " m a l a d j u s t e d " e n d o f t h e s c a l e t h a n d o 
m e n ' s ( B e r n r e u t e r , 1 9 3 3 ; D a r l e y , 1 9 3 7 ) ; a n d a c o m b i n a t i o n 
o f " m i s c e l l a n e o u s " f i n d i n g s ( s u c h a s t h o s e r e p o r t e d b y 
G o o d e n o u g h , 1 9 5 7 ; K i m b e r , 1 9 4 7 ; N o l l , 1 9 5 1 , O e t z e l , 1 9 6 2 ; 
a n d P a t e l a n d G o r d o n , 1 9 6 0 ) h a s l e d T y l e r ( 1 9 6 5 , p . 2 5 9 ) t o 
c o n c l u d e " . . . t h a t f e m a l e s a r e m o r e p e r s o n a l t h a n m a l e s i n 
t h e i r o r i e n t a t i o n t o l i f e . " E v i d e n c e t h a t t h e r e a r e s e x 
d i f f e r e n c e s i n " c o g n i t i v e s t y l e " h a s b e e n p r e s e n t e d b y s e v ­
e r a l r e s e a r c h e r s ( P e t t i g r e w , 1 9 5 8 ; S a n d s t r o m , 1 9 5 3 ; S w e e n e y , 
1 9 5 3 ; W i t k i n , e t a l . , 1 9 5 4 ) . 
S e x R o l e s a s D e t e r m i n a n t s o f S e x D i f f e r e n c e s 
I n t h e p r e c e d i n g p a r a g r a p h s , e v i d e n c e h a s b e e n r e ­
v i e w e d w h i c h i n d i c a t e s t h a t t h e r e a r e s e x d i f f e r e n c e s i n 
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p s y c h o l o g i c a l v a r i a b l e s r a n g i n g f r o m i n t e r e s t s a n d a b i l i t i e s 
t o m o t i v a t i o n a n d c o g n i t i v e s t y l e . H o w e v e r , t h e e v i d e n c e 
d o e s n o t i n d i c a t e t h a t a l l o f t h e s e d i f f e r e n c e s a r e d u e t o 
s e x p e r s e . W h i l e s o m e o f t h e s e d i f f e r e n c e s m a y b e d u e t o 
p h y s i o l o g i c a l a n d m a t u r a t i o n a l f a c t o r s , m a n y o f t h e m a r e d e ­
t e r m i n e d , a t l e a s t i n p a r t , b y p e r v a s i v e s o c i o c u l t u r a l s e x 
r o l e s w h i c h s e r v e t o l i m i t t h e e x p e c t e d a n d a c t u a l b e h a ­
v i o r s o f m a l e s a n d f e m a l e s ( A n a s t a s i , 1 9 5 8 ; M e a d , 1 9 3 5 , 
1 9 4 9 ; T y l e r , 1 9 6 5 ) . A n u m b e r o f a u t h o r s ( A n a s t a s i , 1 9 5 8 ; 
H e r z b e r g , M a u s n e r , P e t e r s o n , a n d C a p w e l l , 1 9 5 7 ; H u l i n a n d 
S m i t h , 1 9 6 4 ; T y l e r , 1 9 6 5 ) h a v e s p e c u l a t e d t h a t i f t h e e f ­
f e c t s o f t h e s e s o c i o c u l t u r a l s e x r o l e s w e r e s o m e h o w " p a r -
t i a l l e d o u t " o f t h e s i t u a t i o n , m a n y o f t h e d i f f e r e n c e s d e ­
s c r i b e d a b o v e w o u l d d i s a p p e a r . 
T h i s h a s d i r e c t b e a r i n g o n t h e s t u d y o f s e x d i f ­
f e r e n c e s i n j o b s a t i s f a c t i o n . P e r h a p s i f t h e e f f e c t s o f 
s o c i o c u l t u r a l s e x r o l e s w e r e p a r t i a l l e d o u t o f t h e j o b s i t ­
u a t i o n , a n y a l l e g e d s e x d i f f e r e n c e s i n j o b s a t i s f a c t i o n 
w o u l d a l s o d i s a p p e a r . F u r t h e r d i s c u s s i o n a l o n g t h e s e l i n e s 
w i l l f o l l o w a r e v i e w o f t h e e v i d e n c e o f s e x d i f f e r e n c e s i n 
j o b s a t i s f a c t i o n a n d s o m e o f t h e v a r i a b l e s w h i c h m a y u n d e r ­
l i e t h e s e d i f f e r e n c e s . 
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CHAPTER III 
SEX DIFFERENCES IN JOB SATISFACTION 
Review of the Relevant Literature 
Differences in morale between men and women 
employed in industry, business, and the profes­
sions are of growing importance in a country 
in which women make up an increasingly large 
proportion of the working population. Howev­
er, the studies comparing men and women in job 
satisfaction do not lead to any simple conclu­
sions about such differences (Herzberg, Maus-
ner,Peterson, and Capwell, 1 9 5 7 , p. 1 3 ) . 
Herzberg, et al. ( 1 9 5 7 ) reached the above conclusion 
by reviewing twenty-one studies dealing with this problem. 
Women were found to be more satisfied than men in six of 
these studies, men were more satisfied in three studies, and 
five studies reported no sex differences in job satisfac­
tion (the remainder of the studies did not directly compare 
the sexes in terms of job satisfaction). 
Most of the studies reviewed by Herzberg, et al. 
( 1 9 5 7 ) presented conclusions drawn from "...a rough over­
all comparison between men and women workers to whom a job 
attitude questionnaire was administered" (Herzberg, et al., 
1 9 5 7 , p. 1 4 ) . For example, based on such survey research, 
Benge ( 1 9 4 4 ) , Habbe ( 1 9 4 7 ) , and Stockford and Kunze ( 1 9 5 0 ) 
reported that women like their jobs more than do men, while 
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C o l e ( 1 9 4 0 ) p r e s e n t e d d a t a i n d i c a t i n g t h a t w o m e n a r e m o r e 
c r i t i c a l o f t h e i r j o b s a n d o f t h e m a n a g e m e n t s o f t h e i r c o m ­
p a n i e s t h a n a r e m e n . K o l s t a d (19 3 8 ) f o u n d n o s i g n i f i c a n t 
s e x d i f f e r e n c e s i n j o b s a t i s f a c t i o n i n h i s s t u d y o f 1 4 0 0 
d e p a r t m e n t s t o r e e m p l o y e e s . 
F r o m a d i f f e r e n t l i n e o f r e s e a r c h . B l o o d , H a r w o o d , 
a n d V e r n o n ( 1 9 4 2 ) , i n a s t u d y o f t h e p s y c h o l o g i c a l p r o b l e m s 
o f a d j u s t i n g t o t h e r a t h e r s e v e r e w a r t i m e w o r k i n g c o n d i ­
t i o n s w h i c h e x i s t e d i n G r e a t B r i t a i n d u r i n g W o r l d W a r I I , 
r e p o r t e d t h a t w o m e n e x h i b i t e d m o r e s e r i o u s p s y c h o l o g i c a l 
m a l a d j u s t m e n t t h a n d i d t h e i r m a l e c o u n t e r p a r t s . A l s o , P e c k 
( 1 9 3 6 ) r e p o r t e d t h a t w o m e n s c h o o l t e a c h e r s w e r e m o r e p o o r l y 
a d j u s t e d t o t h e i r j o b s t h a n w e r e m e n ; y e t C h a s e ( 1 9 5 1 ) d e ­
s c r i b e d w o m e n s c h o o l t e a c h e r s a s b e i n g h i g h e r i n j o b s a t i s ­
f a c t i o n t h a n w e r e m e n . 
N o t i n g t h e i n c o n s i s t e n c i e s f o u n d i n t h e e x i s t i n g l i t ­
e r a t u r e c o n c e r n i n g s e x d i f f e r e n c e s i n j o b s a t i s f a c t i o n , H u ­
l i n a n d S m i t h ( 1 9 6 4 ) a n a l y z e d d a t a g a t h e r e d f r o m 2 9 5 m a l e 
w o r k e r s a n d 16 3 f e m a l e w o r k e r s i n f o u r d i f f e r e n t p l a n t s 
w i t h r e s p e c t t o d i f f e r e n c e s i n m e a n j o b s a t i s f a c t i o n . T h e y 
u s e d t h e J o b D e s c r i p t i v e I n d e x ( S m i t h , K e n d a l l , a n d H u l i n , 
1 9 6 9 ; t o b e d e s c r i b e d i n g r e a t e r d e t a i l b e l o w ) a s t h e i r m e a ­
s u r e o f j o b s a t i s f a c t i o n ; t h u s , i n a d d i t i o n t o a m e a s u r e o f 
o v e r a l l j o b s a t i s f a c t i o n , H u l i n a n d S m i t h w e r e a b l e t o o b ­
t a i n m e a s u r e s o f s a t i s f a c t i o n w i t h f i v e f a c e t s o f t h e j o b 
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s i t u a t i o n ( w o r k , p a y , p r o m o t i o n s , s u p e r v i s i o n , a n d c o w o r k ­
e r s ) f r o m e a c h o f t h e i r s u b j e c t s . T h e i r d a t a s u m m a r y t a b l e 
i s r e p r o d u c e d a s T a b l e 1 . 
A s i n d i c a t e d b y t h e d a t a s u m m a r i z e d i n T a b l e 1 , H u l i n 
a n d S m i t h ( 1 9 6 4 ) f o u n d t h a t i n t h r e e o f t h e f o u r p l a n t s , 
f e m a l e w o r k e r s w e r e s i g n i f i c a n t l y l e s s s a t i s f i e d w i t h t h e i r 
o v e r a l l j o b s i t u a t i o n t h a n w e r e m a l e w o r k e r s . W i t h r e g a r d 
t o t h e f a c e t s a t i s f a c t i o n s c o r e s , i t w a s f o u n d t h a t f e m a l e s 
w e r e s l i g h t l y m o r e s a t i s f i e d w i t h t h e i r p a y t h a n w e r e m a l e s , 
b u t w e r e l e s s s a t i s f i e d t h a n w e r e m a l e s w i t h t h e o t h e r f o u r 
f a c e t s ( w o r k , p r o m o t i o n s , s u p e r v i s i o n , a n d c o w o r k e r s ) . F u r ­
t h e r m o r e , i n t h r e e o f t h e f o u r p l a n t s t h e f e m a l e s w e r e m o r e 
d i s s a t i s f i e d ( r e l a t i v e t o t h e m a l e s ) w i t h t h e i r p r o m o t i o n a l 
o p p o r t u n i t i e s t h a n w i t h a n y o t h e r f a c e t o f t h e i r j o b s i t u a ­
t i o n . 
H o w e v e r , H u l i n a n d S m i t h ( 1 9 6 4 ) d o n o t h o l d t h a t 
t h e s e d i f f e r e n c e s a r e d u e t o s e x p e r s e : 
. . . w e d o n o t m a i n t a i n t h a t s e x p e r s e i s t h e 
c r u c i a l f a c t o r w h i c h l e a d s t o e i t h e r h i g h o r 
l o w s a t i s f a c t i o n . I t i s , r a t h e r , t h e e n t i r e 
c o n s t e l l a t i o n o f v a r i a b l e s w h i c h c o n s i s t e n t l y 
c o v a r y w i t h s e x ; f o r e x a m p l e , p a y , j o b l e v e l , 
p r o m o t i o n o p p o r t u n i t i e s , s o c i e t a l n o r m s , e t c . , 
t h a t i s l i k e l y c a u s i n g t h e d i f f e r e n c e s i n j o b 
s a t i s f a c t i o n . I t i s a l s o l i k e l y t h a t i f t h e s e 
v a r i a b l e s w e r e h e l d c o n s t a n t o r i f t h e i r e f ­
f e c t s w e r e p a r t i a l l e d o u t , t h e d i f f e r e n c e s i n 
j o b s a t i s f a c t i o n w o u l d h a v e d i s a p p e a r e d . 
T h i s s t u d y w a s i n t e n d e d p r i m a r i l y t o e s t a b ­
l i s h t h e a c t u a l f a c t s o f t h e s i t u a t i o n a n d n o t 
t o o f f e r a n e x p l a n a t i o n . I n t h e i n d u s t r i a l 
s e t t i n g t h e s e f a c t o r s a r e n o t c o n t r o l l e d o r 
Table 1. Summary of the Hulin and Smith (1964) Data* 
Area of Job Satisfaction 
Company Work Pay Promotions Supervision Coworkers 
I, Plant A 



























* The figures are mean differences. Scores in the positive direction 
indicate greater male satisfaction; those in the negative direction indicate 
greater female satisfaction. 
Source: Hulin, C. L., & Smith, P. C. Sex differences in job satisfaction. 
Journal of Applied Psychology, 1964, 48, 88-92. 
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h e l d c o n s t a n t a n d t h e y d o c o v a r y w i t h s e x . 
I n e a c h o f t h e f o u r s a m p l e s t h e w o m e n w e r e 
r e c e i v i n g l e s s p a y a n d w e r e w o r k i n g o n l o w e r 
l e v e l j o b s t h a n t h e m e n , a n d i n t h r e e o f t h e 
s a m p l e s t h e w o m e n w e r e l e s s s a t i s f i e d t h a n 
t h e m e n . T h e f a c t i s t h a t a l a r g e (and i n ­
c r e a s i n g ) p e r c e n t a g e o f o u r w o r k f o r c e i s 
w o r k i n g u n d e r t h e h a n d i c a p o f r e l a t i v e d i s ­
s a t i s f a c t i o n ( H u l i n a n d S m i t h , 1 9 6 4 , p . 9 1 ) . 
W h i l e t h e r e h a v e b e e n n o s t u d i e s w h i c h d i r e c t l y t e s t 
H u l i n a n d S m i t h ' s ( 1 9 6 4 ) h y p o t h e s i s c o n c e r n i n g t h e a c t u a l 
d e t e r m i n a n t s o f o b s e r v e d s e x d i f f e r e n c e s i n j o b s a t i s f a c ­
t i o n , a d d i t i o n a l e v i d e n c e h a s b e e n p r e s e n t e d w h i c h s u b s t a n ­
t i a t e s t h e i r a s s e s s m e n t o f t h e f a c t s o f t h e s i t u a t i o n . F o r 
e x a m p l e . W i l d ( 1 9 7 0 ) p u b l i s h e d e v i d e n c e c o l l e c t e d f r o m 2 1 5 9 
f e m a l e w o r k e r s a n d 2 3 6 f e m a l e e x - w o r k e r s a s s o c i a t e d w i t h 
s e v e r a l B r i t i s h e l e c t r o n i c s f i r m s w h i c h i n d i c a t e d t h a t m u c h 
o f t h e i r r e p o r t e d j o b d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n c o u l d b e a t t r i b u t e d 
t o f a c t o r s d i r e c t l y a s s o c i a t e d w i t h t h e i r l o w - l e v e l j o b s . 
I n a f a c t o r a n a l y t i c s t u d y , R o n a n a n d M a r k s ( 1 9 7 3 ) 
c o m p a r e d t h e c o m p o n e n t s o f j o b s a t i s f a c t i o n f o r f i v e g r o u p s 
o f e m p l o y e e s o f a m a j o r m a n u f a c t u r i n g f i r m : M a n a g e m e n t (n= 
1 1 4 6 ) , S a l a r i e d M a l e s ( n » 3 1 4 4 ) , H o u r l y M a l e s ( n = 4 4 8 3 ) , S a l a ­
r i e d F e m a l e s ( n = 1 0 5 ) , a n d H o u r l y F e m a l e s ( n = 9 7 9 ) . W h i l e 
t h e y f o u n d d i f f e r e n t d i m e n s i o n s o f j o b s a t i s f a c t i o n a m o n g 
t h e f i v e g r o u p s , R o n a n a n d M a r k s a l s o f o u n d t h a t t h e o b ­
t a i n e d f a c t o r s t r u c t u r e m a t r i c e s d i d n o t t e n d t o s t a b i l i z e 
o v e r c r o s s - v a l i d a t i o n . I n d i s c u s s i n g t h e i r c o n c l u s i o n s , 
R o n a n a n d M a r k s s u g g e s t e d t h a t t h e f a i l u r e t o r e p l i c a t e t h e 
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original factor structure matrices during cross-validation 
was due to the fact that there were large intra-group dif­
ferences in such variables as job level and several of the 
demographic variables. They recommended that future re­
search in inter-group differences in job satisfaction take 
these potential covariates into account. 
Smith, Kendall, and Hulin (1969) published normative 
information for the Job Descriptive Index based on data col­
lected from samples of 1971 males and 638 females pooled 
across 21 plants. By examining the group means and standard 
deviations reported by Smith, Kendall and Hulin for male and 
female employees (displayed in Table 2), the present author 
found that females were significantly less satisfied with 
their pay, promotions, and coworkers than were males, while 
there were no significant differences in satisfaction with 
work or supervision (simple t-tests for groups of unequal 
sizes, familywise error rate of o C = . 0 5 ) . Again, as re­
ported by Hulin and Smith (19 64), satisfaction with promo­
tional opportunities was the area of greatest discrepancy 
between males and females. However, it must be noted that 
covarying factors were again ignored. The Hulin and Smith 
(1964) hypothesis that sex differences in job satisfaction 
are due to covarying factors, rather than sex per se, as yet 
remains untested. 
The Women's Liberation Movement, spearheaded in the 
Table 2. Differences in Male and Female Mean Scores for the Five Dimensions 
of Satisfaction Measured by the Job Descriptive Index* 
Males Females 
Scale N XM S m N X f S f X m - X f 
Work 1971 36.57 10 .54 638 35.74 9.88 .83 1 .76 
Pay 1966 29.90 14 .53 635 27.90 13.65 2.00 3 .08** 
Promotions 1945 22,06 15 .77 634 17.77 13.38 4,29 6 .13** 
Supervision 1951 41.10 10 .58 636 41.13 10.05 - .03 .04 
Coworkers 1928 43.49 10 .02 636 42.09 10.51 1.40 2 .98** 
* The figures for the N, X, and S columns were taken from Smith, P. C , 
Kendall, L. M., & Hulin, C. L. The measurement of satisfaction in work and re­
tirement. Chicago: Rand McNally, 1969. 
** Statistically significant with a familywise error rate of <<=,05. 
Key: N = sample size 
X m = male sample mean 
Xf = female sample mean 
S^ = male sample standard deviation 
Sf = female sample standard deviation 
t = the t statistic 
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l i t e r a t u r e b y B e a u v o i r ( 1 9 6 4 ) , F r i e d a n ( 1 9 6 3 ) , G r e e r ( 1 9 7 0 ) , 
a n d M o r g a n ( 1 9 7 2 ) , h a s p o i n t e d o u t t h e i m p o r t a n c e o f t h e 
i s s u e o f s e x d i f f e r e n c e s i n j o b s a t i s f a c t i o n . O n e f a c e t o f 
t h e p h i l o s o p h y o f t h i s m o v e m e n t , a s c h r o n i c l e d b y s u c h a u ­
t h o r s a n d e d i t o r s a s A d e l s t e i n a n d P i v a l ( 1 9 7 2 ) , A l t b a c h 
( 1 9 7 1 ) , B i r d a n d B r i l l e r ( 1 9 6 8 ) , B u l l o u g h a n d B u l l o u g h 
( 1 9 7 3 ) , M o r g a n ( 1 9 7 0 ) , R o s s i ( 1 9 7 3 ) , a n d S q h n i e r ( 1 9 7 2 ) , i s 
t h a t w o m e n s h o u l d h a v e t h e o p p o r t u n i t y t o d e v e l o p a n d u t i ­
l i z e t h e i r p o t e n t i a l t o t h e s a m e e x t e n t a s d o m e n , a n d t h a t 
w o m e n s h o u l d b e c o m p e n s a t e d f o r t h e i r a c t i v i t i e s a n d e f f o r t s 
o n a b a s i s e q u a l t o t h a t o f m e n . T h a t t h i s i s n o t t h e p r e ­
s e n t c a s e i s a d e q u a t e l y s u p p o r t e d b y f i n d i n g s s u c h a s t h o s e 
r e p o r t e d b y L e v i t i n , Q u i n n , a n d S t a i n e s (19 7 1 ) . T h e i r s t u d y 
o f 3 5 1 f e m a l e a n d 6 9 5 m a l e A m e r i c a n w o r k e r s s u g g e s t s t h a t 
f e m a l e s a r e d i s c r i m i n a t e d a g a i n s t i n t e r m s o f j o b r e w a r d . 
F o r e x a m p l e : 
T h e m e a n d i f f e r e n c e b e t w e e n m e n a n d w o m e n 
i n o b s e r v e d i n c o m e s , w i t h o u t t h e i m p o s i t i o n 
o f c o n t r o l s , w a s - $ 4 , 3 7 2 . O n l y - $ 9 1 4 o f t h i s 
d i f f e r e n c e c o u l d b e a t t r i b u t e d t o t h e a c h i e v e ­
m e n t f a c t o r s m e a s u r e d . T h e r e m a i n i n g - $ 3 , 4 5 8 
r e p r e s e n t e d , i n p a r t a t l e a s t , a d i s p a r i t y 
c a u s e d b y i l l e g i t i m a t e o r d i s c r i m i n a t o r y f a c ­
t o r s ( L e v i t i n , Q u i n n , a n d S t a i n e s , 1 9 7 1 , p p . 
2 5 1 - 2 5 2 ) . 
T h e s e f i n d i n g s m i g h t l e a d o n e t o e x p e c t w o m e n t o b e 
c o n s i s t e n t l y l e s s s a t i s f i e d w i t h t h e i r j o b s t h a n a r e t h e i r 
m a l e c o u n t e r p a r t s . H o w e v e r , Q u i n n , S t a i n e s , a n d M c C u l l o u g h 
(19 7 4 ) p r e s e n t r e c e n t e v i d e n c e t o t h e c o n t r a r y . A f t e r r e -
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viewing the findings of five sophisticated national surveys 
conducted between 1962 and 19 7 3 (National Opinion Research 
Center, 1962; Survey Research Center, University of Cali­
fornia, 1964; Survey Research Center, University of Michi­
gan, 1969, 1971, 1973), they concluded that: 
Where sex differences in job satisfaction 
have occurred they were slight, and only inter­
mittently were they statistically significant. 
The differences changed from year to year and 
from survey to survey according to no obvious 
pattern that can be explained historically 
(e.g., in terms of women becoming progres­
sively more dissatisfied with their jobs) or 
in terms of methodological differences among 
the surveys reviewed (Quinn, Staines, and 
McCullough, 1974, p. 11). 
The conclusions drawn by Quinn, Staines, and McCul­
lough (19 74) are quite similar to those of Herzberg, Maus-
ner, Snyderman, and Capwell (1957) cited at the beginning 
of this chapter. This indicates that despite the consider­
able attention focused on the question of sex differences 
in job satisfaction during the past two decades, it has not 
been resolved. On a more optimistic note, it does appear 
that sex differences in job satisfaction may be due, at 
least in part, to the effects of several variables which un­
derlie the sex-job satisfaction relationship. In order to 
better understand this relationship, the effects of these 
variables should be "partialled out" of the situation. Sev­
eral such variables are presented below with brief summaries 
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o f t h e l i t e r a t u r e c o n c e r n i n g t h e i r e f f e c t s o n j o b s a t i s ­
f a c t i o n . 
P o t e n t i a l U n d e r l y i n g V a r i a b l e s 
J o b L e v e l 
H e r z b e r g , M a u s n e r , P e t e r s o n , a n d C a p w e l l ( 1 9 5 7 ) r e ­
p o r t t h a t s e v e n t e e n o f t h e e i g h t e e n s t u d i e s w h i c h t h e y r e ­
v i e w e d c o n c e r n i n g t h e j o b l e v e l - s a t i s f a c t i o n r e l a t i o n s h i p 
( i n c l u d i n g t h o s e b y C e n t e r s , 1 9 4 8 ; K a t z , 1 9 4 9 ; a n d M a n n , 
1 9 5 3 ) f o u n d a p o s i t i v e r e l a t i o n s h i p b e t w e e n j o b l e v e l a n d 
j o b s a t i s f a c t i o n . T h i s f i n d i n g h a s b e e n f u r t h e r s u b s t a n ­
t i a t e d i n s t u d i e s o f i n d u s t r i a l ( H u l i n a n d S m i t h , 1 9 6 5 ; P o r ­
t e r , 1 9 6 1 , 1 9 6 2 ) , m i l i t a r y ( M c D o n a l d a n d G u n d e r s o n , 1 9 7 4 ; 
M i t c h e l l , 1 9 7 0 ; P o r t e r a n d M i t c h e l l , 1 9 6 7 ) , a n d g o v e r n m e n t 
( R h i n e h a r t , e t a l . , 1 9 6 9 ) e m p l o y e e s . 
P a y L e v e l 
P a y l e v e l a l s o a p p e a r s t o b e d i r e c t l y r e l a t e d t o j o b 
s a t i s f a c t i o n ( C e n t e r s a n d C a n t r i l , 1 9 4 6 ; H u l i n a n d S m i t h , 
1 9 6 5 ; O r g a n t , 1 9 7 0 ; S c h w a r t z , R o n a n , a n d D a y , 1 9 7 3 ) ; a l ­
t h o u g h p e r c e i v e d p a y d i s c r e p a n c i e s , r a t h e r t h a n a c t u a l s a l ­
a r y a m o u n t s , a r e b e l i e v e d t o b e t h e c r u c i a l d e t e r m i n a n t s o f 
s a t i s f a c t i o n ( H e r z b e r g , e t a l . , 1 9 5 7 ; H u l i n a n d S m i t h , 1 9 6 5 ; 
L a w l e r , 1 9 7 3 ) . 
L e v e l o f E d u c a t i o n 
W h i l e t h e s p e c i f i c n a t u r e o f t h e e f f e c t s o f l e v e l o f 
e d u c a t i o n o n m e a s u r e s o f j o b s a t i s f a c t i o n r e m a i n s u n d e t e r -
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m i n e d ( H e r z b e r g , e t a l . , 1 9 5 7 ) , s e v e r a l s t u d i e s ( C e n t e r s a n d 
C a n t r i l , 1 9 4 6 ; M a n n , 1 9 5 3 ; M c D o n a l d a n d G u n d e r s o n , 19 7 4 ; 
M o s s i n , 1 9 4 9 ; N e i l s o n , 19 5 1 ; Q u i n n , S t a i n e s , a n d M c C u l l o u g h , 
1 9 7 4 ; S c h w a r t z , R o n a n , a n d D a y , 1 9 7 3 ) h a v e s h o w n t h a t l e v e l 
o f e d u c a t i o n h a s s o m e e f f e c t o n m e a s u r e s o f j o b s a t i s f a c ­
t i o n ; t h e r e f o r e , t h e e f f e c t s o f t h i s v a r i a b l e s h o u l d b e c o n ­
t r o l l e d i n a d e t a i l e d e x a m i n a t i o n o f t h e s e x - j o b s a t i s f a c ­
t i o n r e l a t i o n s h i p . 
Acre 
O n t h e b a s i s o f t h e e v i d e n c e p r e s e n t e d i n t h e 2 3 
s t u d i e s ( i n c l u d i n g t h o s e b y B e n g e a n d C o p e l l , 1 9 4 7 ; B e r n -
b e r g , 1 9 5 4 ; H u l l a n d K o l s t a d , 1 9 4 2 ; a n d S u p e r , 1 9 4 1 ) r e ­
v i e w e d b y H e r z b e r g , e t a l . ( 1 9 5 7 ) , i t a p p e a r s t h a t a g e m a y 
b e a r a U - s h a p e d r e l a t i o n s h i p t o j o b s a t i s f a c t i o n , w i t h t h e 
p o i n t o f i n f l e c t i o n o c c u r r i n g b e t w e e n 2 0 a n d 2 4 y e a r s o f 
a g e . M o r e r e c e n t s t u d i e s ( H u l i n a n d S m i t h , 1 9 6 5 ; M c D o n a l d 
a n d G u n d e r s o n , 1 9 7 4 ; Q u i n n , S t a i n e s , a n d M c C u l l o u g h , 1 9 7 4 ; 
S c h w a r t z , R o n a n , a n d D a y , 1 9 7 3 ) r e p o r t a d i r e c t r e l a t i o n ­
s h i p b e t w e e n a g e a n d m e a s u r e s o f o v e r a l l j o b s a t i s f a c t i o n . 
T e n u r e i n t h e O r g a n i z a t i o n 
J o b s a t i s f a c t i o n i s n e g a t i v e l y r e l a t e d t o t u r n o v e r . 
T h e c o r o l l a r y t h a t j o b s a t i s f a c t i o n a n d t e n u r e i n t h e o r ­
g a n i z a t i o n a r e d i r e c t l y r e l a t e d h a s r e c e i v e d s t r o n g s u p p o r t 
f r o m H u l i n and- S m i t h ( 1 9 6 5 ) a n d K o l s t a d (19 3 8 ) , a n d a t 
l e a s t p a r t i a l s u p p o r t f r o m S c h w a r t z , R o n a n , a n d D a y ( 1 9 7 3 ) 
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and the seventeen studies reviewed by Herzberg, et al, 
(1957) . 
Tenure in Present Position 
Hulin and Smith (1965) found that tenure in present 
position, which may be viewed as an indicator of elapsed 
time since last promotion, was found to be negatively re­
lated to overall job satisfaction. Since this variable, in 
combination with job level, accounts for much of the vari­
ance in salary level in most organizations, it should be 
held constant in an examination of the sex-job satisfaction 
relationship. 
Interaction Terms 
Kirk (1968, p. 554) states: "Two treatments (vari­
ables) are said to interact if scores obtained under levels 
of one treatment behave differently under different levels 
of the other treatment." From this statement, one may con­
ceptualize an interaction term as a representation of the 
effect of two variables taken in combination. 
Lawler's (1973) model of job facet satisfaction, as 
described in Chapter I, includes several interaction terms. 
The model, based in part on one of the tenets of Adams' 
(1963, 1965) equity theory, predicts that perceived per­
sonal inputs and perceived job characteristics may combine 
interactively to influence job satisfaction. Schwartz, 
Ronan, and Day (1973) provide a partial confirmation of this 
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theory by demonstrat ing t h a t s e v e r a l such i n t e r a c t i o n terms 
do s i g n i f i c a n t l y a f f e c t measures of job s a t i s f a c t i o n . 
From the arguments presented above, i t appears t h a t 
a d e t a i l e d examination of the s e x - j o b s a t i s f a c t i o n r e l a ­
t i o n s h i p should take i n t o c o n s i d e r a t i o n such persona l input 
x j o b c h a r a c t e r i s t i c c r o s s - p r o d u c t ( i n t e r a c t i o n ) terms a s : 
l e v e l of educat ion x job l e v e l ; l e v e l of educat ion x pay 
l e v e l ; age x job l e v e l ; age x pay l e v e l ; tenure in the o r ­
g a n i z a t i o n x job l e v e l ; tenure in the o r g a n i z a t i o n x pay 
l e v e l ; tenure in present p o s i t i o n x job l e v e l ; and tenure 
in presen t p o s i t i o n x pay l e v e l . 
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CHAPTER IV 
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 
General Thesis Statement 
Sex differences in job satisfaction have clearly 
been observed in a number of the studies reviewed in Chap­
ter III. Several investigators (most notably Hulin and 
Smith, 1964) have indicated that sex differences in job sat­
isfaction, as with other psychological variables, may be due 
to factors which covary with sex, rather than to sex per se. 
Since no published studies have been found in which this 
hypothesis (as it relates to sex differences in job satis­
faction) has been tested directly, it appears to be an ap­
propriate topic for investigation. Thus, the general the­
sis to be examined in this study is: 
Observed sex differences in job satisfaction 
are not due to the influence of sex per se; 
rather, they may be attributed to the effects 
of several variables which covary with sex. 
Testable Hypotheses 
While it is impossible to control elusive covariates 
of sex such as societal norms and expectations, several of 
the effects of these variables (such as pay level, level of 
education, and the other potential underlying variables 
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described in Chapter III) can be controlled. Therefore, in 
order to examine the efficacy of the general thesis state­
ment, the following hypotheses (stated in null form) were 
tested under two conditions. 
Hi: There are no sex differences in overall 
job satisfaction. 
H 2 : There are no sex differences in satisfac­
tion with pay. 
H 3 : There are no sex differences in satisfac­
tion with promotion policies. 
H 4 : There are no sex differences in satisfac­
tion with coworkers. 
H 5 : There are no sex differences in satisfac­
tion with immediate supervision. 
Hg: There are no sex differences in satisfac­
tion with the work itself. 
In the first condition, null hypothesis H-^  was 
tested (using a multivariate model) ignoring the effects of 
any covariate variables. Null hypotheses H 2 through Hg were 
tested (using univariate models) in an attempt to define the 
nature of any observed sex differences in overall job satis­
faction. Since Condition I in effect replicated the Hulin 
and Smith (1964) study, sex differences in satisfaction 
with several job facets were expected to be observed under 
this condition. 
In the second condition, satisfaction scores were 
adjusted to control for the effects of the following poten­
tial covariate variables: paygrade, education, age, tenure 
in the organization, tenure in present position, education 
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x paygrade, age x paygrade, tenure in the organization x 
paygrade, and tenure in present position x paygrade. Null 
hypotheses through were retested using these ad­
justed satisfaction scores. Assuming the general thesis 
statement to be correct, any sex differences observed un­
der Condition I would be expected to disappear under Condi­
tion II. The schema presented in Figure 2 is intended to 
summarize and clarify the study design. 
Note that the covariates controlled in Condition II 
correspond to the potential underlying variables described 
in Chapter III with the exception of paygrade level and its 
associated interaction terms. In the organization examined 
in this study, each job has been evaluated and assigned a 
specified paygrade level by the Merit System of the State 
of Georgia. While tenure does have an effect on actual 
salary amounts within each paygrade (since it determines the 
salary step within the paygrade), and while the paygrades 
overlap to some extent, paygrade appears to be an excellent 
numerical indicator of both job level and pay level. The 
single variable "paygrade level" is therefore used in place 
of the two variables "pay level" and "job level." 
Condition Independent Controlled Dependent 
Variable Covariates Variables 
One Sex None (1) Overall Job Satisfaction* 
(Analysis (2) Satisfaction With Pay 
of (3) " " Promotions 
Variance) (4) " " Coworkers 
(5) " " Supervisor 
(6) " " Work 
Two Sex (1) Paygrade (P) (1) Overall Job Satisfaction* 
(Analysis (2) Education (E) (2) Satisfaction With Pay 
of (3) Age (A) (3) " " Promotions 
Covariance) (4) Tenure in (4) " " Coworkers 
Organization (T Q) (5) " " Supervisor 
(5) Tenure in (6) " Work 
Present 
Position (T ) 
(6) P x E p 
(7) P x A 
(8) P x T 0 
(9) P x T p 
Figure 2. Schema of the Design 
A weighted linear combination of the five facet satisfaction scores. This 
variable was tested using a multivariate design. 
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CHAPTER V 
METHOD OF INVESTIGATION 
Description of the Survey Questionnaire 
The questionnaire used to collect the information 
necessary to test the hypotheses described in Chapter IV 
is presented as Appendix B. This questionnaire consists of 
three parts: (1) a biographical information blank; (2) the 
Job Descriptive Index (Smith, Kendall, and Hulin, 1969), a 
multidimensional measure of job satisfaction; and (3) an at­
titude survey constructed by the author in cooperation with 
personnel from the organization surveyed. Since the infor­
mation collected in Part Three is not relevant to this the­
sis, the attitude survey will not be further discussed. 
Biographical Information Blank 
The biographical information blank contains items 
pertaining to sex, the independent variable, as well as to 
four of the covariate variables: level of education, tenure 
in the organization, paygrade classification, and tenure in 
present position. 
Job Descriptive Index 
Satisfactions with five facets of the job situation— 
pay, promotions, coworkers, supervisor, and work—are mea­
sured through the use of the Job Descriptive Index (JDI), an 
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i n s t r u m e n t w h i c h r e s u l t e d f r o m a s e r i e s o f s t u d i e s o f j o b 
s a t i s f a c t i o n c a r r i e d o u t a t C o r n e l l U n i v e r s i t y ( H u l i n , 
1 9 6 1 ; H u l i n , S m i t h , K e n d a l l , a n d L o c k e , 1 9 6 3 ; K e n d a l l , 
1 9 6 1 ; K e n d a l l , S m i t h , H u l i n , a n d L o c k e , 1 9 6 3 ; L o c k e , 19 6 1 ; 
L o c k e , S m i t h , a n d H u l i n , 1 9 6 3 ; M a c a u l a y , 1 9 6 1 ; M a c a u l a y , 
S m i t h , L o c k e , K e n d a l l , a n d H u l i n , 1 9 6 3 ; S m i t h , 19 6 1 , 1 9 6 3 ; 
S m i t h a n d K e n d a l l , 1 9 6 3 ) . T h e J D I h a s b e e n d e s c r i b e d a s 
. . . a n a d j e c t i v e c h e c k l i s t o n w h i c h e a c h 
w o r k e r i s a s k e d t o d e s c r i b e s e v e r a l a s p e c t s 
o f h i s j o b b y m e a n s o f a " y e s " , " ? " , o r " n o " 
r e s p o n s e t o e a c h o f t h e a d j e c t i v e s . T h e a s ­
p e c t s o f t h e j o b w h i c h t h e w o r k e r s d e s c r i b e 
a r e t h e i r w o r k , t h e i r p a y , t h e i r o p p o r t u ­
n i t i e s f o r p r o m o t i o n , t h e i r s u p e r v i s i o n , a n d 
t h e p e o p l e w i t h w h o m t h e y w o r k ( H u l i n a n d 
S m i t h , 1 9 6 4 , p , 8 9 ) . 
H u l i n a n d S m i t h ( 1 9 6 4 ) i n d i c a t e t h a t t h e a r e a s o r 
a s p e c t s o f t h e j o b m e a s u r e d b y t h e J D I w e r e c h o s e n s o a s t o 
b e c o n s i s t e n t w i t h a n u m b e r o f f a c t o r a n a l y t i c s t u d i e s o f 
t h e d i m e n s i o n s o f j o b s a t i s f a c t i o n ( A s h , 1 9 5 4 ; A u s t i n , 19 5 8 ; 
B a e h r , 1 9 5 4 , 1 9 5 6 ; B a e h r a n d R e n c k , 1 9 5 8 ; G o r d o n , 1 9 5 5 ; H a r ­
r i s o n , I 9 6 0 , 19 6 1 ; T w e r y , S c h m i d , a n d W r i g l e y , 1 9 5 8 ; W h e r r y , 
1 9 5 4 , 1 9 5 8 ) . 
T h e J D I h a s b e e n r e c o m m e n d e d a s a s t a n d a r d i z e d i n ­
s t r u m e n t f o r u s e i n s t u d i e s o f j o b s a t i s f a c t i o n b y P r i c e 
( 1 9 7 2 ) a n d L a w l e r ( 1 9 7 3 ) , a s w e l l a s b y V r o o m ( 1 9 6 4 ) , w h o 
s t a t e s t h a t t h e J D I " . . . i s w i t h o u t d o u b t t h e m o s t c a r e f u l l y 
c o n s t r u c t e d m e a s u r e o f s a t i s f a c t i o n i n e x i s t e n c e t o d a y " 
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(p. 100). Quinn and Kahn (1967, p. 456) made the following 
statement with regard to the JDI: 
The attention to psychometric canons paid 
by the Cornell researchers in their develop­
ment of a job satisfaction measure is to date 
unrivalled in the history of instrument devel­
opment in organizational psychology. Their 
resultant Job Descriptive Index measures job 
satisfaction in five subscales: work, pay, 
promotions, supervision, and people. The In­
dex has survived the tests of convergent and 
discriminant validities, internal consistency, 
and response sets. 
Summaries of numerous studies attesting to the valid­
ity of the JDI as a measure of satisfaction, as well as 
scoring procedures and tables of normative data for the five 
facet satisfaction subscales, are presented by Smith, Ken­
dall, and Hulin (1969). 
One minor change in the content of the instrument has 
been made to facilitate its use in this study. The de­
scriptor "satisfactory profit sharing" under the heading 
"pay" has been replaced with "satisfactory retirement 
plan," since the organization under consideration is a non­
profit department of state government. 
Subjects 
Four hundred and eighty Atlanta-based employees of a 
department of the Georgia State Government served as sub­
jects in this study. The subjects represent all ten of the 
department's operating units and range in terms of job level 
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from the lowest level clerical positions to top management. 
The sample includes 154 males (32%) and 326 females (68%) . 
Descriptive statistics of the subject sample are presented 
in Tables 3 and 4. 
Although 560 persons were actually surveyed, 80 
questionnaires (14%) were incorrectly and/or incompletely 
filled out. These unusable questionnaires were discarded, 
yielding a total usable sample of 480 questionnaires. 
Procedure 
Several days prior to the actual administration of 
the survey questionnaire, the commissioner of the depart­
ment sent a letter to each of his Atlanta-based employees 
(see Appendix A ) . This letter described the nature and 
purpose of the survey, and assured each individual that his 
(her) anonymity would be preserved. 
The questionnaires were administered by eight repre­
sentatives of the department's personnel office (with the 
assistance of the experimenter) in the following manner. 
A representative approached a small work group (two to ten 
employees), introduced the questionnaire, reassured the 
employees of their anonymity, and distributed the ques­
tionnaires. Twenty to thirty minutes later, he returned 
and collected the completed questionnaires. No employees 
were forced to complete the questionnaire, yet only a hand­
ful declined to participate in the survey. 
Table 3. Descriptive Statistics of the Subject Sample 
Males (N=154) Females (N=326) Total (N=480) 
Std. Std. Std, 
Variable Mean Dev. Mean Dev. Mean Dev, 
Age 39.25 13.83 34.71 13.87 36,17 14.00 
Years of Education 14.48 2.19 12.27 1.29 12.98 1.93 
Tenure in Organization* 7.32 6.93 6 .00 7.01 6,43 7.00 
Tenure in Position* 2.34 2.87 2.20 3.01 2.25 2.96 
Paygrade Level 8.32 3.06 4.24 1.98 5.55 3.05 
In years. 
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Table 4. Sample Paygrade Frequency 
and Percentage Distributions 
Paygrade Males Females Total Sample 
Category Frequency % Frequency % Frequency % 
1 3 2 31 10 34 7 
2 1 1 11 3 12 2 
3 15 10 85 26 100 21 
4 3 2 77 24 80 17 
5 1 1 43 13 44 9 
6 10 6 37 11 47 10 
7 26 17 26 8 52 11 
8 20 13 4 1 24 5 
9 18 12 7 2 25 5 
10 21 14 3 1 24 5 
11 9 6 1 0 10 2 
12 10 6 1 0 11 2 
13 17 11 0 0 17 4 
.al 154 101* 326 99* 480 100 
* These totals vary slightly from 100% due to 
rounding errors. 
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Working in this manner, the survey team administered 
approximately 500 questionnaires in a single morning. The 
remaining questionnaires were collected during the two days 
following the initial administration. The questionnaires 
were then turned over the experimenter, who scored them and 
prepared them for analysis. Scores for the five facets of 
satisfaction measured by the JDI were obtained using the 
method described by Smith, Kendall, and Hulin (1969, pp. 82-
85). Biographical information scores were taken directly 




Preliminary Analyses and Manipulations 
Group means and standard deviations were calculated 
for each of the five covariate variables (age, education, 
tenure in the organization, paygrade classification, and 
tenure in present position) and five dependent variables 
(satisfactions with pay, promotions, coworkers, supervision, 
and work) measured directly by the survey questionnaire. 
These statistics are displayed in Table 5. The satisfaction 
scores contained in Table 5 are, with slight modification in 
the cases of satisfactions with pay and promotions, directly 
comparable to the "normative" satisfaction scores reported 
by Smith, Kendall, and Hulin (1969) displayed in Table 2. 
Implications of such a comparison are considered in the 
following chapter. 
Construction of the Cross-Product Scores 
Scores for each of the ten variables mentioned above 
were transformed to deviate form by subtracting the total 
sample mean from each subject's score. These deviate-form 
scores were used in all subsequent phases of the analysis. 
Following the procedure recommended by Draper and 
Smith (1966), each subject's score for each of the cross-
Table 5. Group Means and Standard Deviations for the Variables Measured 




Females (n=326) Total Sample (n=480) 
Mean Std.Dev. Mean Std.Dev. 
Age^ 
Education^ 
Tenure in Organization^ 
Paygrade Classification 
Tenure in Present Position^ 
Satisfaction with Pay-^  
Satisfaction with Promotions^ 
Satisfaction with Coworkers 
Satisfaction with Supervision 
Satisfaction with Work 
39 .25 13.83 34 .71 13 .87 36.17 14 .00 
14 .48 2.19 12 .27 1 .29 12,98 1 .93 
7 .32 6.93 6 .00 7 .01 6,43 7 .00 
CO 
.32 3.06 4 .24 1 .98 5,55 3 .05 
2 .34 2.87 2 .20 3 .01 2,25 2 .96 
9 .47 7.12 9 .90 6 .42 9,76 6 .65 
11 .37 8,40 8 .90 7 .90 9,69 8 .14 
39 .49 12.19 37 .93 12 .37 38,43 12 .32 
42 .06 11.29 39 .41 11 ,88 40,26 11 ,75 
33 .75 13,58 30 .67 11 .41 31.66 12 .22 
1
 The biographical data scores were taken directly from the questionnaire. 
The facet satisfaction scores were obtained using the method described by Smith, 
Kendall, and Hulin (1969, pp. 82-85). 
o 
* In years. 
3
 These figures must be doubled to make them comparable to those reported 
in Table 2. 
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product covariate variables (i.e., education x paygrade, age 
x paygrade, tenure in the organization x paygrade, and ten­
ure in present position x paygrade) was constructed by 
taking the product of the two relevant deviate-form variable 
scores. For example, Subject A's score for education x 
paygrade would be constructed by multiplying his education 
score (expressed in deviate form) by his paygrade score 
(also expressed in deviate form). 
Intercorrelations of the Dependent Variables 
Smith, Kendall, and Hulin (1969) indicate that al­
though the JDI was constructed to measure five independent 
dimensions of job satisfaction, the resulting scales were 
found to be somewhat intercorrelated. For this reason, Hu­
lin and Smith (1964) chose to carry out a multivariate test 
of intergroup differences, rather than five univariate 
tests, when assessing sex differences in job satisfaction 
as measured by the JDI. In order to determine the neces­
sity of employing a multivariate test in this study, the 
correlations among the five dependent variables were calcu­
lated. The table of intercorrelations displayed in Table 6 
indicates that there is indeed reason to believe that the 
five measures of satisfaction are non-independent. An ex­
amination of the critical values for correlation coeffi­
cients tabled by Guilford (19 56) indicates that all of the 
intercorrelations are significant at oC=.01. Thus, a multi-
Table 6. Intercorrelations of JDI Satisfaction Scales* 
Satisfaction Scale Pay Promotions Coworkers Supervision Work 
Pay 1.000 
Promotions .449 1.000 
Coworkers .214 .287 1.000 
Supervision .183 .358 .501 1.000 
Work .287 .380 .402 .448 1.000 
All correlations significant at oc=.01 (n=480). 
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variate design must be employed to test the hypotheses pre­
sented in Chapter IV, 
Tests of Hypotheses 
Method of Testing 
Since the five dependent variables were found to be 
intercorrelated, the hypotheses presented in Chapter IV were 
testing using a nonorthogonal one-way multiple analysis of 
variance (covariance) design (Anderson, 1958; Cooley and 
Lohnes, 1962; Fryer, 1966; Morrison, 1967; Overall and 
Klett, 1972; Tatsuoka, 1971; Van de Geer, 1971). Cramer's 
(1967, 1973) MANOVA program was used to perform the analysis 
on the Univac 1108 computer. This program, which has been 
demonstrated to be quite effective for use with nonortho­
gonal multiple analysis of variance designs (Appelbaum and 
Cramer, 1973; Cramer, 1973), employs Wilks' lambda crite­
rion to perform the overall test of significance, with Rao's 
method used to approximate the F test (Cramer, 1973). In 
addition to a test of overall significance, the MANOVA pro­
gram also provides a wealth of other information regarding 
relationships among the variables, including univariate 
tests of each dependent variable. The results of these 
univariate tests can be employed to interpret the results 
of the overall test of significance. 
Two multivariate analyses were performed using 
MANOVA; these correspond to the two cases described in Chap-
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ter IV. In the first analysis (multiple analysis of vari­
ance) sex differences in overall job satisfaction were 
tested using unadjusted satisfaction scores. In the sec­
ond analysis (multiple analysis of covariance) sex dif­
ferences in overall job satisfaction were tested using 
satisfaction scores which were adjusted to account for the 
effects of the nine covariate variables (age, education, 
tenure in the organization, paygrade classification, tenure 
in present position, age x paygrade, education x paygrade, 
tenure in the organization x paygrade, and tenure in pre­
sent position x paygrade). Overall significance was tested 
at oc =.05. 
The univariate tests employed to explore the nature 
of the differences in overall job satisfaction were treated 
as a family of hypotheses. Thus, oC=.01 was chosen as the 
level of significance for the five univariate tests in each 
of the two families. Results of the two multivariate and 
ten univariate analyses are summarized below. The entire 
MANOVA printout is contained in Appendix C. 
Case I—Analysis of Variance (Covariate Variables Ignored) 
Male and female mean scores on the five satisfaction 
scales (expressed in deviate form) are displayed in Table 
7, as are the sex differences in these mean scores. An ex­
amination of Table 7 reveals that males appear to be more 
satisfied with four facets of the job situation—promotions, 
4 5 
T a b l e 7 . U n a d j u s t e d M a l e a n d F e m a l e M e a n S c o r e s 
o n t h e F i v e S a t i s f a c t i o n S c a l e s ( D e v i a t e S c o r e s ) * 
S a t i s f a c t i o n 
S c a l e 
M a l e M e a n 
(Xm) 
F e m a l e M e a n 
( x f ) 
D i f f e r e n c e 
( x m - x f ) 
P a y - . 2 9 1 . 1 3 7 - . 4 2 8 
P r o m o t i o n s 1 . 6 8 1 - . 7 9 4 2 . 4 7 5 
C o w o r k e r s 1 . 0 6 2 - . 5 0 2 1 . 5 6 4 
S u p e r v i s i o n 1 . 8 0 0 - . 8 5 0 2 . 6 5 0 
W o r k 2 . 0 9 1 - . 9 8 7 3 . 0 7 8 
* D e v i a t e 
t o t a l s a m p l e m e a n 
s c o r e s e q u a l 
r a w s c o r e s . 
i n d i v i d u a l s ' r a w s c o r e s m i n u s 
46 
coworkers, supervision, and work—while females appear to 
be more satisfied with pay. 
Table 8 summarizes the results of the significance 
tests of the six hypotheses. Using the previously estab­
lished criterion of CX = .05, null hypothesis was rejected. 
Thus, given the situation as it stands (e.g., ignoring the 
effects of the nine covariate variables), males are signi­
ficantly more satisfied with their overall job situation 
than are females in the organization studied. The univar­
iate tests, employing the previously established criterion 
of O C = . 0 1 , indicate that null hypotheses H 3 and Hg should 
be rejected, while null hypotheses H 2 / H 4 , and H 5 should not 
be rejected. Thus, it appears that the sex difference in 
overall satisfaction can be attributed mainly to the fact 
that, given the situation as it stands, the males are sig­
nificantly more satisfied with their promotion opportunities 
and the nature of their work than are the females. The sex 
difference in satisfaction with supervision was not deemed 
significant given the stringent o f = . o i criterion; however, 
this facet may have also contributed to the males 1 greater 
satisfaction with the overall job situation. 
Case II—Analyses of Covariance (Covariate Variables 
Controlled) 
Table 9 reflects the changes in.male and female mean 
satisfaction scores, and the differences between the means. 
Table 8. Multivariate and Univariate Tests of Hypotheses in Condition I 
Hypothesis Satisfaction 
Variable 
Test Degrees of 
Freedom 
F P Less 
Than 
Hi Overall Multivariate F* 5; 474 3.810 .002** 
H 2 Pay Univariate F 1; 478 ,433 ,511 
H 3 Promotions Univariate F 1; 478 9.846 .002** 
H 4 Coworkers Univariate F l; 478 1.688 .194 
H 5 Supervision Univariate F 1; 478 5,371 ,021 
H 6 Work Univariate F l; 478 6.719 .010** 
Test of significance using Wilks 1 lambda criterion. 
Null hypothesis rejected. 
(Unadjusted for Covariates) 
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Table 9. Adjusted Male and Female Mean Scores 
on the Five Satisfaction Scales (Deviate Scores)* 
Satisfaction Male Mean Female Mean Difference 
Scale <Xm> ( X f ) ( x m - x f ) 
Pay -2.147 1.014 -3.161 
Promotions .704 -.333 1.037 
Coworkers 1.077 -.509 1.586 
Supervision 1.345 -,635 1.980 
Work -1.312 .620 -1.932 
* Deviate scores equal individuals' raw scores minus 
total sample mean raw scores. 
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which result when the scores are adjusted for the effects of 
the nine covariate variables. One major change is that fe­
males now appear more satisfied with their work than do 
males. Also, the sex difference in satisfaction with pay 
has been greatly increased in magnitude; now the females 
appear much more satisfied with their pay than do the males. 
The significance tests of the six hypotheses in Con­
dition II are summarized in Table 10. Null hypothesis 
must be rejected given the criterion of OC=,05. Null hy­
pothesis H 2 must also be rejected at CC=.01, while null hy­
potheses H 3 through Hg are not rejected. Thus, when the ef­
fects of the nine covariate variables are taken into ac­
count, the females are found to be more satisfied with their 
overall job situation than are the males. This difference 
in overall satisfaction appears to be directly attributable 
to the higher female satisfaction with pay. 
Evaluation of the General Thesis Statement 
The general thesis statement presented in Chapter IV 
predicted that any sex differences in job satisfaction ob­
served in Condition I would disappear in Condition II. This 
is so because the nine covariate variables, rather than sex 
per se, were believed to be the actual determinants of these 
observed differences. The results summarized above do not 
completely validate this prediction. While the sex dif­
ferences in satisfaction with promotions and work observed 
Table 10. Multivariate and Univariate Tests of Hypotheses in Condition II 
(Adjusted for Nine Covariates) 
Hypothesis Satisfaction 
Variable 
Test Degrees of 
Freedom 
F P Less 
Than 
Hi Overall Multivariate F* 5; 465 5.460 .001** 
H 2 Pay Univariate F 1; 469 13.600 .001** 
H 3 Promotions Univariate F 1; 469 .945 .332 
H 4 Coworkers Univariate F 1; 469 .913 ,340 
H 5 Supervision Univariate F 1; 469 1.560 .212 
H 6 Work Univariate F 1; 469 1.627 ,203 
Test of significance using Wilks' lambda criterion. 
Null hypothesis rejected. 
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in Condition I did indeed disappear in Condition II, sex 
differences in overall job satisfaction were observed in 
both conditions. 
Perhaps the most interesting observation revealed by 
a comparison of the two analyses is that the direction of 
the difference in overall job satisfaction is reversed in 
the two conditions. In Condition I, males are more satis­
fied, while in Condition II, females are more satisfied. An 
examination of the univariate analyses in the two conditions 
allows further interpretation of this reversal. The males' 
significantly greater satisfaction with their promotions and 
work "washed out" when the effects of the nine covariate 
variables were controlled. Concurrently, the previously non­
significant sex difference in satisfaction with pay was mag­
nified when the covariates were controlled, with the result 
that the females were found to be significantly more satis­
fied with their pay. Thus, by controlling for the nine co­
variates, sex differences observed in Condition I disap­
peared in Condition II, while a previously unobserved dif­
ference appeared. Implications of this finding are treated 
in detail in the following chapter. 
Magnitude of the Sex Differences 
in Overall Job Satisfaction 
While the sex differences in overall job satisfaction 
were significant at the .01 level of confidence in both con-
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d i t i o n s , t h e m u l t i p l e c o r r e l a t i o n s f o r t h e t w o m o d e l s i n d i ­
c a t e t h a t s e x d o e s n o t a c c o u n t f o r a m a j o r p o r t i o n o f t h e 
v a r i a n c e i n s a t i s f a c t i o n s c o r e s i n e i t h e r c o n d i t i o n . T h e 
m u l t i p l e c o r r e l a t i o n c o e f f i c i e n t s w e r e . 1 9 7 a n d . 2 3 5 f o r 
C o n d i t i o n s I a n d I I r e s p e c t i v e l y . T h i s i n d i c a t e s t h a t s e x 
a c c o u n t e d f o r 3 . 9 % a n d 5 . 5 % o f t h e v a r i a n c e r e s p e c t i v e l y i n 
t h e t w o c o n d i t i o n s . T h i s f i n d i n g s e e m s t o i n d i c a t e t h a t s e x 
i s n o t a m a j o r p r e d i c t o r o f o v e r a l l j o b s a t i s f a c t i o n i n t h e 
o r g a n i z a t i o n u n d e r s t u d y . 
S e x D i f f e r e n c e s i n t h e C o v a r i a t e V a r i a b l e s 
T h e f i g u r e s d i s p l a y e d i n T a b l e 5 i n d i c a t e t h a t t h e 
m a l e s u b j e c t s t e n d t o b e o l d e r , b e t t e r e d u c a t e d , m o r e e x p e ­
r i e n c e d (in b o t h o r g a n i z a t i o n a n d p o s i t i o n w i t h i n o r g a n i z a ­
t i o n ) , a n d e m p l o y e d a t h i g h e r l e v e l s t h a n a r e t h e f e m a l e s u b ­
j e c t s . T h e s e s e x d i f f e r e n c e s w e r e a l s o e x a m i n e d u s i n g m u l ­
t i v a r i a t e a n d u n i v a r i a t e a n a l y s e s o f v a r i a n c e , w i t h t h e c o -
v a r i a t e s o f C o n d i t i o n I I s e r v i n g a s t h e d e p e n d e n t v a r i a b l e s 
i n a t h i r d s e t o f a n a l y s e s ( s e e A p p e n d i x C ) . I n t h i s c a s e , 
o ( = , 0 5 w a s e s t a b l i s h e d - a s t h e c r i t e r i o n o f s t a t i s t i c a l s i g n i ­
f i c a n c e f o r t h e m u l t i v a r i a t e t e s t , w h i l e o £ = . 0 0 5 w a s t h e c r i ­
t e r i o n f o r e a c h o f t h e n i n e u n i v a r i a t e t e s t s . T h e r e s u l t s o f 
t h e s e t e s t s a r e s u m m a r i z e d i n T a b l e 1 1 . 
T h e t e s t s i n d i c a t e a s t a t i s t i c a l l y s i g n i f i c a n t o v e r ­
a l l s e x d i f f e r e n c e , w i t h m a l e s b e i n g s i g n i f i c a n t l y o l d e r a n d 
b e t t e r e d u c a t e d a n d e m p l o y e d a t s i g n i f i c a n t l y h i g h e r j o b 
Table 11. Multivariate and Univariate Tests of Sex Differences in the 
Variables Employed as Covariates in Condition II 
Variable Name Test Degrees of F P Less 
Freedom Than 
Overall Multivariate F* 9, • 470 49 .624 .001** 
Age Univariate F 1, • 478 11 .235 .001** 
Education Univariate F 1, 478 192 .264 ,001** 
Tenure in Organization Univariate F 1, • 478 3 .710 .055 
Tenure in Present Position Univariate F 1, ; 478 ,218 ,641 
Paygrade Classification Univariate F 1, • 478 306 .783 .001** 
Age x Paygrade Univariate F 1, • 478 15 .152 .001** 
Education x Paygrade Univariate F 1, • 478 80 .891 .001** 
Tenure in Org. x Paygrade Univariate F 1, r 478 8 .306 .004** 
Tenure in Pres. Pos, x Paygrade Univariate F 1, } 478 .164 .686 
Test of significance using Wilks' lambda criterion. 
Statistically significant difference using previously established criteria. 
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l e v e l s . S t a t i s t i c a l l y s i g n i f i c a n t sex d i f f e r e n c e s were a l s o 
found in three of the c r o s s - p r o d u c t v a r i a b l e s : age x job 
l e v e l , educat ion x j o b l e v e l , and tenure in the o r g a n i z a t i o n 
x job l e v e l . I m p l i c a t i o n s of these subsample d i f f e r e n c e s 
w i l l be cons idered in the fo l l owing chapter . 
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C H A P T E R V I I 
D I S C U S S I O N O F T H E F I N D I N G S 
C o m p a r i s o n o f C o n d i t i o n I w i t h P a s t R e s e a r c h 
C o n d i t i o n I o f t h e p r e s e n t r e s e a r c h m a y b e c o n s i d e r e d 
a r e p l i c a t i o n o f t h e H u l i n a n d S m i t h ( 1 9 6 4 ) s t u d y . T h e p r o ­
c e d u r e s ( i n c l u d i n g t h e q u e s t i o n n a i r e a n d s t a t i s t i c a l t e c h n i ­
q u e s e m p l o y e d ) w e r e n e a r l y i d e n t i c a l i n t h e t w o c a s e s . O n l y 
t h e s a m p l e s d i f f e r e d ; t h e e a r l i e r d a t a w e r e o b t a i n e d f r o m 
i n d u s t r i a l w o r k e r s i n t h e N e w E n g l a n d a n d M i d w e s t r e g i o n s 
w h i l e t h e p r e s e n t s t u d y f o c u s e d o n S o u t h e r n g o v e r n m e n t a l e m ­
p l o y e e s . I t i s t h e r e f o r e i n t e r e s t i n g t o n o t e t h a t t h e H u l i n 
a n d S m i t h ( 1 9 6 4 ) r e s u l t s ( s u m m a r i z e d i n T a b l e 1) a r e a l m o s t 
i d e n t i c a l w i t h t h e C o n d i t i o n I r e s u l t s ( s u m m a r i z e d i n T a b l e s 
7 a n d 8 ) . I n b o t h i n s t a n c e s , . f e m a l e w o r k e r s w e r e f o u n d t o 
b e s i g n i f i c a n t l y l e s s s a t i s f i e d w i t h t h e i r o v e r a l l j o b s i t u ­
a t i o n t h a n w e r e m a l e w o r k e r s . I n b o t h c a s e s , w i t h r e g a r d t o 
t h e s p e c i f i c f a c e t s a t i s f a c t i o n s c o r e s , f e m a l e s w e r e s l i g h t l y 
m o r e s a t i s f i e d w i t h t h e i r p a y t h a n w e r e m a l e s , b u t w e r e l e s s 
s a t i s f i e d t h a n w e r e m a l e s w i t h t h e o t h e r f o u r f a c e t s ( w o r k , 
p r o m o t i o n s , s u p e r v i s i o n , a n d c o w o r k e r s ) . F u r t h e r m o r e , i n 
b o t h s t u d i e s , p r o m o t i o n a l o p p o r t u n i t i e s w e r e c o n c l u d e d t o b e 
t h e f a c e t w i t h w h i c h f e m a l e s w e r e l e a s t s a t i s f i e d r e l a t i v e t o 
t h e m a l e s . 
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T h e c o n s i s t e n c y o f t h e s e f i n d i n g s , o b t a i n e d f r o m 
s t u d i e s o f t w o v e r y d i f f e r e n t s u b j e c t s a m p l e s , l e n d s c r e ­
d e n c e t o t h e c o n c l u s i o n s r e p o r t e d b y H u l i n a n d S m i t h (19 6 4 ) . 
I t i s a p p a r e n t t h a t f e m a l e s a r e l e s s s a t i s f i e d r e l a t i v e t o 
m a l e s w i t h s e v e r a l m a j o r f a c e t s o f t h e j o b s i t u a t i o n ( a n d 
t h u s w i t h t h e o v e r a l l j o b s i t u a t i o n ) w h e n t h e c o v a r i a t e s o f 
s e x a r e n o t t a k e n i n t o a c c o u n t . 
W i t h m i n o r m o d i f i c a t i o n s , t h e g r o u p m e a n s a n d s t a n ­
d a r d d e v i a t i o n s p r e s e n t e d i n T a b l e 5 c a n b e c o m p a r e d w i t h 
t h e J D I " n o r m a t i v e " s c o r e s r e p o r t e d b y S m i t h , K e n d a l l , a n d 
H u l i n ( 1 9 6 9 ) d i s p l a y e d i n T a b l e 2 . I n e s s e n c e , t h e S m i t h , 
e t a l . r e s u l t s , b a s e d o n d a t a c o l l e c t e d f r o m a s a m p l e o f i n ­
d u s t r i a l e m p l o y e e s i n t h e G r e a t L a k e s r e g i o n , s u p p o r t t h e 
c o n c l u s i o n s o f t h e H u l i n a n d S m i t h ( 1 9 6 4 ) s t u d y a n d C o n d i ­
t i o n I o f t h e p r e s e n t s t u d y . E v i d e n c e i s a g a i n p r e s e n t e d 
w h i c h i n d i c a t e s t h a t f e m a l e s a r e g e n e r a l l y m o r e d i s s a t i s f i e d 
w i t h t h e i r j o b s i t u a t i o n t h a n a r e m a l e s , w i t h t h e g r e a t e s t 
d i f f e r e n c e f o u n d i n s a t i s f a c t i o n w i t h p r o m o t i o n s . U n l i k e 
H u l i n a n d S m i t h ( 1 9 6 4 ) a n d C o n d i t i o n I o f t h i s s t u d y , t h e 
S m i t h , K e n d a l l , a n d H u l i n ( 1 9 6 9 ) d a t a s u g g e s t n o t e n d e n c y 
f o r f e m a l e s t o b e m o r e s a t i s f i e d w i t h p a y r e l a t i v e t o m a l e s . 
T h e c o m p a r i s o n o f T a b l e s 2 a n d 5 p r o v i d e s a s e c o n d 
m a j o r o b s e r v a t i o n . I n a l m o s t e v e r y c a s e , t h e m e a n s a t i s f a c ­
t i o n s c o r e s f o r t h e g o v e r n m e n t e m p l o y e e s ( T a b l e 5) f a l l b e ­
l o w t h e m e a n s c o r e s f o r t h e i n d u s t r i a l e m p l o y e e s ( T a b l e 2 ) . 
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This comes as no surprise, since both Paine, Carroll, and 
Leete (1966) and Rhinehart, et al. (1969) report findings 
which indicate that government employees are generally less 
satisfied with their jobs than are their industrial counter­
parts. It is also recognized that factors other than type 
of employer (e.g., geographical location, year of study, 
applicability of the instrument) may influence the differ­
ences in the scores displayed in Tables 2 and 5. 
The results obtained in Condition I are consistent 
with those in the extant body of literature. Previous con­
clusions regarding differences in job satisfaction based on 
both sex and type of employer (industrial versus government) 
were supported. 
Comparison of Condition I with Condition II 
The general thesis statement presented in Chapter IV, 
formulated from the speculations and predictions of a number 
of previous researchers (most notably Hulin and Smith, 1964) 
states: 
Observed sex differences in job satisfaction are 
not due to the influence of sex per se; rather, 
they may be attributed to the effects of several 
variables which covary with sex. 
Comparison of Condition I and II results enables one 
to evaluate the validity of this thesis statement. The re­
sults presented in Chapter VI indicate that the validity of 
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the statement is still subject to question, since statisti­
cally significant sex differences in overall job satisfac­
tion were found in both conditions. However, an examination 
of the nature of the sex differences in job satisfaction ob­
served in the two conditions leads to the formulation of 
several interesting issues for discussion. Apparently, when 
the effects of the nine covariate variables (age, education, 
tenure in the organization, paygrade classification, tenure 
in present position, age x paygrade, education x paygrade, 
tenure in the organization x paygrade, and tenure in present 
position x paygrade) are controlled, two concurrent changes 
in the analytical results are realized. First, the statis­
tically significant tendencies for males to be more satisfied 
with promotions and work observed in Condition I are "washed 
out" in Condition II. Second, the non-significant tendency 
for women to be more satisfied with pay observed in Condition 
I becomes statistically significant in Condition II. Both 
of these interesting changes deserve explanation. 
Satisfactions with Promotions and Work 
Statistically significant sex differences in satisfac­
tions with promotions and work observed in Condition I were 
not observed in Condition II. This change is entirely con­
sistent with the prediction based on the general thesis 
statement and can be explained in terms of that statement. 
Observed sex differences in promotions and work in this 
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study are apparently not due to the effects of sex per se, 
but may be attributed to the effects of the nine covariates 
of sex controlled in the study. The implication is that if 
the two sexes were equated on the nine covariate variables 
in the natural setting (the "real world"), then there would 
be no sex differences in satisfaction with promotions and 
work. 
Tables 5 and 11 indicate that, in the subject sample 
examined in this study, the males are significantly older and 
better educated and are employed at significantly higher 
levels than are the females. Based on the results of this 
study, one would expect to find women less satisfied than 
men with several facets of the job situation in those organi­
zations where the sexes are not evenly distributed on the 
nine covariates. In those organizations in which the sexes 
are relatively equally distributed on the covariates, such 
facet satisfaction differences would not be expected. This 
should, of course, be viewed as an hypothesis to be tested 
through further research in the natural setting. 
Satisfaction with Pay 
The Condition I analysis revealed a non-significant 
tendency for the female subjects to be more satisfied than 
the males with respect to pay. When the effects of the nine 
covariate variables were partialled out in Condition II, this 
tendency became statistically significant. This finding is 
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in direct opposition to the prediction based on the general 
thesis statement and certainly cannot be explained in terms 
of that statement. While this interesting finding may be 
specific to the organization examined, at least two other 
studies (Hulin and Smith, 1964; Ronan and Organt, 1973) also 
suggest a tendency for females employed in lower-level jobs 
to be more satisfied with their pay than are higher placed, 
better paid males. Although additional research is re­
quired to determine the generality of this finding, it is 
appropriate to speculate regarding the nature of the vari­
able (or set of variables) affecting the sex-pay satisfaction 
relationship. The literature suggests at least two possible 
explanations for this relationship. While either, neither, 
or both of these explanations may actually apply in the pre­
sent situation, both will be discussed in hopes of stimula­
ting further research. 
The first explanation is suggested by Bass and Bar­
rett (1972) : 
...for many women a job is of secondary im­
portance compared with their family. They are 
usually not the breadwinner, and their status 
is less often tied to their roles at work than 
to their roles at home. Probably to the major­
ity of women, the work they do is not as ego 
involving as for men (p. 89). 
Given this argument, it is reasonable to expect that 
women, viewing themselves as suppliers of nothing more than 
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" s u p p l e m e n t a l " f a m i l y i n c o m e , w o u l d b e s a t i s f i e d w i t h l e s s 
p a y t h a n w o u l d t h e e g o - i n v o l v e d , " b r e a d w i n n e r s - o r i e n t e d " m e n . 
T h i s i s e s p e c i a l l y s o i f w o m e n v i e w a s t h e i r p r i m a r y p u r p o s e 
o f c o m i n g t o w o r k t h e f o r m u l a t i o n o f s o c i a l r e l a t i o n s h i p s a s 
o p p o s e d t o m a k i n g m o n e y . U n f o r t u n a t e l y , B a s s a n d B a r r e t t d o 
n o t p r e s e n t t h e e m p i r i c a l e v i d e n c e w h i c h l e d t h e m t o m a k e 
t h i s f a c e - v a l i d s t a t e m e n t . T a n g e n t i a l e v i d e n c e f o r t h e B a s s 
a n d B a r r e t t c o n c l u s i o n i s o f f e r e d b y M y e r s ( 1 9 6 4 ) , w h o f o u n d 
t h a t f e m a l e e m p l o y e e s a r e m o r e c o n c e r n e d w i t h s o c i a l r e l a ­
t i o n s h i p s o n t h e j o b w h i l e m e n a r e m o r e c o n c e r n e d w i t h t h e 
t a s k w h e n a s s e s s i n g t h e i r o v e r a l l l e v e l o f j o b s a t i s f a c t i o n . 
A l s o , B r a y f i e l d , W e l l s , a n d S t r a t e ( 1 9 5 7 ) f o u n d j o b s a t i s ­
f a c t i o n t o b e r e l a t e d t o g e n e r a l l i f e s a t i s f a c t i o n f o r m a l e s 
b u t n o t f o r f e m a l e s . S o m e e v i d e n c e a g a i n s t t h e B a s s a n d 
B a r r e t t ( 1 9 7 2 ) e x p l a n a t i o n i s p r o v i d e d b y C r o w l e y , L e v i t i n , 
a n d Q u i n n ( 1 9 7 2 ) , w h o f o u n d i n a n a t i o n w i d e s u r v e y t h a t 4 1 % 
o f t h e w o m e n i n t h e i r s a m p l e p r o v i d e d a l l o r m o s t o f t h e i r 
f a m i l y i n c o m e . 
O n e i n d i c a t i o n t h a t t h i s f i r s t e x p l a n a t i o n m a y b e 
v a l i d i n t h e p r e s e n t s i t u a t i o n i s t h a t o n e f e m a l e c l e r i c a l 
e m p l o y e e ( s c o r e o f 8 . 0 0 o n t h e p a y s a t i s f a c t i o n s c a l e ; 1 . 7 6 
p o i n t s b e l o w t h e t o t a l s a m p l e m e a n ) w r o t e o n h e r q u e s t i o n ­
n a i r e : 
M y i n c o m e i s u s e d o n l y a s a s u p p l y m e n t ( s i c ) t o 
m y h u s b a n d ' s w a g e s , o t h e r w i s e I c o u l d n ' t m a k e i t . 
H o w e v e r , a n o t h e r f e m a l e c l e r k w h o i n d i c a t e d t h a t h e r i n c o m e 
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" n e e d s s u p p l e m e n t " s c o r e d 5 . 0 0 o n t h e p a y s a t i s f a c t i o n q u e s ­
t i o n n a i r e , t h u s s h e w a s c l e a r l y d i s s a t i s f i e d w i t h h e r p a y . 
A l s o , h o w t h i s f i r s t e x p l a n a t i o n c o u l d a p p l y t o p a y s a t i s ­
f a c t i o n w i t h o u t a f f e c t i n g s a t i s f a c t i o n s w i t h o t h e r f a c e t s o f 
t h e j o b i s n o t c l e a r . 
T h e s e c o n d e x p l a n a t i o n i s f o r m u l a t e d i n t e r m s o f e x ­
p e c t a n c y t h e o r y . T h e c o n c e p t o f e x p e c t a t i o n , a s p r o p o s e d b y 
T o l m a n ( 1 9 3 2 ) a n d L e w i n ( 1 9 3 5 ) , r e m a i n s a m a j o r a s p e c t o f 
s e v e r a l c u r r e n t t h e o r i e s o f b e h a v i o r ( H i l g a r d a n d B o w e r , 1 9 7 5; 
H i l l , 1 9 7 1 ; S h a w a n d C o s t a n z o , 1 9 7 0 ) . W h i l e L a w l e r ( 1 9 7 3 ) 
a n d L o c k e (19 6 9 ) d e e m p h a s i z e t h e i m p o r t a n c e o f e x p e c t a t i o n s 
a s d e t e r m i n a n t s o f j o b s a t i s f a c t i o n , V r o o m ( 1 9 6 4 ) h a s b a s e d 
a m a j o r t h e o r y o f s a t i s f a c t i o n a n d m o t i v a t i o n o n t h e e x p e c ­
t a n c y a p p r o a c h . T h e e x p e c t a n c y a p p r o a c h t o p a y s a t i s f a c t i o n 
w o u l d s u g g e s t t h a t a n i n d i v i d u a l w h o e x p e c t e d t o b e p a i d 
v e r y l i t t l e w o u l d b e s a t i s f i e d w i t h l o w p a y , w h i l e a s e c o n d 
i n d i v i d u a l e x p e c t i n g m u c h m o r e p a y m i g h t b e d i s s a t i s f i e d , 
e v e n t h o u g h i n r e c e i p t o f m o r e p a y t h a n t h e f i r s t i n d i v i d u a l . 
I f t h e f e m a l e e m p l o y e e s i n t h i s o r g a n i z a t i o n a l s e t ­
t i n g d o i n d e e d e x p e c t l e s s p a y t h a n d o t h e i r m a l e c o u n t e r ­
p a r t s , t h e n t h e e x p e c t a n c y a p p r o a c h t o p a y s a t i s f a c t i o n c a n 
b e e m p l o y e d a s a p o s s i b l e e x p l a n a t i o n f o r t h e i n t e r e s t i n g 
s e x - p a y s a t i s f a c t i o n r e l a t i o n s h i p u n c o v e r e d i n t h i s s t u d y . 
U n f o r t u n a t e l y , l i t t l e d i r e c t e v i d e n c e i s a v a i l a b l e t o s u b ­
s t a n t i a t e t h i s e x p l a n a t i o n . Y e t G o l d b e r g ( 1 9 6 8 ) a n d P h e t e r -
63 
son, Kiesler, and Goldberg (1971) have presented evidence 
that, under certain circumstances, women judge females to 
be less competent than they do males of equal ability. Per­
haps, then, females expect to be paid less than are males of 
equal ability and status. Levitin, Quinn, and Staines (1971) 
indicate that such an expectation would be justified, since 
women do appear to be discriminated against in terms of pay. 
Evidence presented by Crowley, Levitin, and Quinn (1972) in­
dicates that this expectation approach may also be used to 
explain sex differences in attitudes toward promotion. 
Much research is required before this second explana­
tion can be accepted. Yet, had expected pay been included 
in the set of covariate variables controlled in this study, 
perhaps the significant sex difference in pay satisfaction 
would not have appeared in the Condition II analysis. One 
other hypothesis for future research must be injected at 
this point. If the tendency for females to be more satis­
fied than males with respect to pay is, indeed, a function 
of sex differences in pay expectations, then, one could pre­
dict that as the Women's Liberation Movement gains momen­
tum, women's expectations toward pay will increase and the 
sex-pay satisfaction relationship found in this study will 
be diminished. 
Comment on the Propriety of the Analytical Techniques 
Both analysis of variance and analysis of covariance 
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r e q u i r e t h a t c e r t a i n d a t a - r e l a t e d a s s u m p t i o n s b e m e t . A n a l y ­
s i s o f v a r i a n c e r e q u i r e s a s s u m p t i o n s o f n o r m a l d i s t r i b u t i o n 
o f e r r o r s f o r e a c h t r e a t m e n t e f f e c t , h o m o g e n e i t y o f p o p u l a ­
t i o n - e r r o r v a r i a n c e s , a n d a d d i t i v i t y o f e f f e c t s ( K i r k , 1 9 6 8 ) . 
A n a l y s i s o f c o v a r i a n c e r e q u i r e s t w o a d d i t i o n a l a s s u m p t i o n s : 
h o m o g e n e i t y o f p o p u l a t i o n w i t h i n - g r o u p r e g r e s s i o n c o e f f i ­
c i e n t s a n d n o r m a l l y a n d i n d e p e n d e n t l y d i s t r i b u t e d r e s i d u a l s 
w i t h m e a n s e q u a l t o z e r o a n d c o m m o n v a r i a n c e ( K i r k , 1 9 6 8 ) . 
N o n e o f t h e s e a s s u m p t i o n s w e r e t e s t e d ; , m e a n s f o r t e s t i n g t h e m 
i n t h e m u l t i v a r i a t e c a s e a r e n o t a v a i l a b l e a n d t h e d e v e l o p ­
m e n t o f s u c h p r o c e d u r e s w a s c l e a r l y b e y o n d t h e s c o p e o f t h i s 
s t u d y . H o w e v e r , K i r k ( 1 9 6 8 ) i n d i c a t e s t h a t b o t h t y p e s o f 
a n a l y s i s a r e r o b u s t w i t h r e s p e c t t o t h e v i o l a t i o n o f m o s t o f 
t h e s e a s s u m p t i o n s . F u r t h e r m o r e , s t r i n g e n t c r i t e r i a f o r s t a ­
t i s t i c a l s i g n i f i c a n c e w e r e e s t a b l i s h e d i n t h i s s t u d y t o 
g u a r d a g a i n s t b i a s e d r e s u l t s . T h e c o n c l u s i o n s o f t h i s s t u d y 
s h o u l d b e a c c e p t e d , n o n e t h e l e s s , w i t h a d e g r e e o f s k e p t i c i s m 
u n t i l a d d i t i o n a l s u p p o r t i s o b t a i n e d t h r o u g h r e p l i c a t i o n s 
o f t h i s s t u d y . 
C o n c l u s i o n s a n d I m p l i c a t i o n s f o r T h e o r y 
T h e m a j o r c o n c l u s i o n s o f t h i s s t u d y w i t h r e s p e c t t o 
t h e s e x - j o b s a t i s f a c t i o n r e l a t i o n s h i p o f t h e e m p l o y e e s s u r ­
v e y e d a r e t h a t : 
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( 1 ) Observed sex differences in satisfactions 
with promotions and work can be accounted for 
by controlling nine covariates of sex (age, 
education, tenure in the organization, tenure 
in present position, paygrade classification, 
age x paygrade, tenure in the organization x 
paygrade, education x paygrade, and tenure in 
present position x paygrade); while 
(2) Sex differences in pay satisfaction cannot 
be accounted for in this manner. Other poten­
tial underlying variables must be explored be­
fore sex per se is rejected as an explanation 
for the sex-pay satisfaction relationship. 
These conclusions have several implications for theo­
ries of job satisfaction. They imply that, at least for 
most job facets, a major theory of facet satisfaction such 
as the one presented by Lawler (1973) need not include sex 
in the list of determinants if the underlying variables in­
fluencing the sex-facet satisfaction relationship are in­
cluded. The findings of this thesis research do not support 
the rejection of sex as a determinant of pay satisfaction. 
However, if variables such as expected level of pay or the 
degree to which one is perceived as the primary family 
"breadwinner11 are included in the list of determinants of 
pay satisfaction, a case for the omission of sex from the 
list could possibly be made. Perhaps future research will 
resolve this issue. 
This study may also help to clarify some of the con­
fusion found in the job satisfaction literature. As the re­
view in Chapter I I I indicates, some studies of sex differ-
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ences in j o b s a t i s f a c t i o n have concluded tha t males are more 
s a t i s f i e d , some have concluded t h a t females are more s a t i s ­
f i e d , and some have found no sex d i f f e r e n c e s in s a t i s f a c ­
t i o n . The f i n d i n g s of t h i s study i n d i c a t e t h a t there are a 
number of v a r i a b l e s which modify the s e x - j o b s a t i s f a c t i o n 
r e l a t i o n s h i p . Future re searchers of job s a t i s f a c t i o n should 
note sex d i f f e r e n c e s in these underly ing v a r i a b l e s and i n t e r ­
p r e t t h e i r r e s u l t s in l i g h t of any such d i f f e r e n c e s . Fur­
thermore, t h i s admonition should probably be a p p l i e d to any 
s t u d i e s of group d i f f e r e n c e s in job s a t i s f a c t i o n . 
APPENDIX A 
THE COMMISSIONER'S LETTER 
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TRINITY WASHINGTON BUILDING 
Jofjn S. Slackmon 
&t*tt of (Seorats 
A t l a n t a 3 0 3 3 ^ 
Comratffioiur 
Dear Bnployee: 
We are vitally concerned with making your job situation in the 
Department of Revenue a pleasant one. In order to determine how you 
feel about certain aspects of your job, we have, with the cooperation 
of a group of organizational research specialists at Georgia Tech, 
devised a short questionnaire to determine your attitudes toward five 
aspects of your job. The Personnel Officer or a representative will 
administer the questionnaire and will turn all of them over to the 
Georgia Tech research team, who will score them and provide the results 
'to us in terms of group averages. No individuals will be identified, 
nor will any individual scores be provided to us by the Georgia Tech 
researchers. 
In the first part of the questionnaire, you are requested to provide 
some general information about yourself. We need this information so that 
we may make comparisons among groups (for example, male employees versus 
female employees). In the second part of the questionnaire, you are to 
provide information concerning your attitudes toward your supervisor, 
your coworkers, your work itself, your pay, and the Department's promotion 
policy. In the third part, you are to provide specific information 
concerning the department, supervision, and working conditions. Again, 
I wish to emphasize that no attempt will be made to identify any individual 
employees the Georgia Tech researchers will provide us only group infor­
mation. 
Please take a few minutes to fill out the questionnaire and return it 
to the individual representing the Personnel Office. Be sure to indicate 
your true attitudes so that we can find out those aspects of your job which 
need improvement and those with which you are satisfied. Since your anonymity 
is assured, you can answer this questionnaire honestly without any fear of 
reprisal from anyone. Thank you very much for cooperating with us in attempting 
to make the Department of Revenue a more enjoyable place to work. 
Very truly yours 
^fohn A. Blackmon 
Commissioner 
APPENDIX B 
THE SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE 
70 
EMPLOYEE ATTITUDE SURVEY 
PART ONE 
Direction*: In this taction you ere to provide some general information about you naif. Thli information will ba utad to maka inter-group comperitoris only; 
thara will ba no attampt to Identify any individuals. Oo not put your name on tfiit questionnaire. 
1. Unit. Circle the one number be km which corresponds to the unit In 
which you work. 
1. Administrative Unit 
2. Alcohol end Tobacco Tax Unit 
3. Centre! Audit Unit 
4. Field Services Unit 
5. income Tex Unit 
6. Internal Administration Unit 
7. Motor Fuel Unit 
6. Motor Vehicle Unit 
9. Property Tax Unit 
10. Seles end Use Tax Unit 
2. Sex. Circle one: M F 
3. Aae. Write your present age in the blank. 
6. Cont'd. 
4. Education. Circle the highest grade you have completed: 
1234567 891011 12 13141516 17181920 
Elementary High School College Graduate 
School School 
5. Years of Service. How many years (total) have you worked for the De­
partment or Revenue? (Fill in the blank.) 
& Job Classification. Put an X in the one blank below which corresponds to 
your Merit System paygrade cletsif(cation. See the listing of job titles In 
each category if you ere in doubt about your paygrade level. 
. Category 1 (Paygrade 8) 
Clerk I 
. Category 2 IPaygrade 91 
Clerk-Typist (.Storekeeper I 
_ Category 3 (Paygrade 10) 
Oerk II, Photographic Records Technician I 
.Category 4 (Paygrade 11) 
Cterk III,Clerk-Typist II, Revenue Field Inspector. Secretary II, 
Stenographer II, Storekeeper II 
. Category 5 (Pay grade 12) 
Accounting Clark I, Clerk-Typist III, Data Entry Clerk, Key­
punch Operator II, Revenue Enforcement Officer I, Secre­
tary III, Stenographer III, Storekeeper III 
.Category 6 (Paygrade 13) 
' Accounting Oerk II, Asst. Supv. of Rev. Field Insp.. Clerk IV. 
Property Control Officer I, Revenue Enforcement Officer II, 
Secretary IV, Statistical Analyst, Tax Field Services Rep. 
Trainee 
. Category 7 (Paygrade 14) 
Accounting Assistant. Administrative Secretary I, Auditor I, 
Officer Supervisor 4, Revenue Special Agent, Storekeeper IV, 
Tax Field Services Rep. I 
.Category 8 (Paygrade 15) 
Auditor II, Criminal Investigator, Oeiinquett Tex Collector I, 
Revenue District Supv., Supv. of Revenue Field Imp., Tex 
Field Services Rep. II 
. Category 9 (Paygrade 16) 
Administrative Assistant, Auditor III, Cartographic Drafts­
man III, Chief Criminal Investigator, Delinquent Tex Collec­
tor II, Office Supervisor II, Property Appraisal Trainee. 
Revenue Regional Supv., Special Investigator, Supv. of Sup­
plies and Property. Tax Field Services Rep. Ill, Tex Spec taint 
Trainee, Training Officer II 
.Category 10 IPaygrade 17) 
Auditor IV, Mgt. Analyst I. Public Relations Specialist II. 
Revenue Section Chief I, Tax Specialist I 
.Category 11 (Paygrade 18) 
Administrative Officer, Assistant Chief of Enforcement, 
Assoc. Personnel Officer I, Auditor V, Reseerch Associate II, 
Revenue Section Chief II. State Licensing Supv., Training 
Officer III 
. Category 12 (Paygrade 19) 
Director of Gen. Staff Services, Fiscal Analyst III, Mgt. Ana­
lyst II, Property Appraisal Coordinator, Regional Mgr. I, Rev­
enue Chief of Operations, Revenue Section Chief 111, Tax 
Specialist II 
. Category 13 (Paygredes 20 and above) 
Administrative Deputy, Asst. Olrector for Admin. I, Asst. 
Oirector for Admin. It, Asst. Director for Audits, Audit end 
Legal Conferee ii, Chief of Enforcement, Coordinator of Field 
Operations, Coordinator of Motor Vehicle Field Services, Di­
rector of Accounting Services, Director-Property Re-valuation, 
Direct or-Revenue Support Services, Property Tex Admin­
istrator, Regional Mgr. 11, Supv. of Audits 
Time in Present Position. How many years (to the neerest year) have 




Directions: In this aaction, you ere to describe your job •nd loma features of it. There are five features of your job to be detcribed-pay, promotions, cowork­
ers, supervision, and work. Each feature is followed by a list of words and phrases. If a word or phrase describes the feature it is under for your particular 
job, circle "yes". If it does not describe the feature, circle "no". If you cannot decide, circle the question mark '7". Be sure to circle either "yes", "NO", OR 
"7" for each word or phrase in each list. 
1. Pa* 
Income adequate for normal expenses yes 
Satisfactory retirement plan yea 
Barely live on income yea 
Bed yes 
Income provides luxuries yea 
Insecure yes 
Lea than I deserve yes 
Highly paid yes 
Underpaid yet 
2. Promotions 
Good opportunity for advancement yes 
Opportunity somewhat limited yes 
Promotion on ability yea 
Dead-end job yes 
Good chance for promotion yes 
Unfair promotion policy yes 
Infrequent promotions yes 
Regular promotions yes 










Easy to make enemies yes 









Hard to meet 
4. IrnmedUfle Supervisor 






Doetnt supervise enough 
Quick-tempered 
Tells mo where I sand 
Annoying 
Stubborn 
Knows Job well 
Bed 
Intelligent 
Leaves me on my own 


















Fatoimtins yet 7 no 
Routine yet ? no 
Satisfy too. yes 7 no 
Boring yes 7 no 
Good yea 7 no 
Creative yea 7 no 
Respected yet 7 no 
Hot yet 7 no 
Pleasant yes 7 no 
Useful yea 7 no 
Tiresome yes 7 no 
Healthful yea 7 no 
Challenging yes 7 no 
On your feet yea 7 no 
Frustrating yet 7 no 
Simple yes 7 no 
Endless yea 7 no 
Gives tense of accomplithment yea 7 no 
73 
Directions: in this section you are to rate the degree to 
esponding to how you feel about each statement. 
SA " Strongly Agree 
A • Agree 
O • Disagree 
SO " Strongly Disagree 
• A R T THREE 
you agree with several statements about your job. Using the following coda, circle the letter cor-
1. I enjoy doing my work. 
2. Some of our work procedures ere Inefficient. 
3. Opportunities for my advancement in the 
Department of Revenue ere limited. 
4. I would rather work in the Oepertment of 
Revenue then in any other department of state 
government. 
6. My supervisor grants sick leave fairly. 
6. My coworkers ere easy to get along with. 
7. My supervisor stands behind his (her) employees. 
8. You have to "know someone" to get ahead in 
this departmenf, 
9. My supervisor makes suggestions which make 
things run smoothly. 
10. I would rather work in Industry than for the 
state government. 
11. My supervisor is sometimes "wishy-washy" when 
It comes to making decisions. 
12. There are bottlenecks in the way things are 
done In my office. 
13. The Department of Revenue offers good fringe 
benefits. 
14. My supervisor is patient when dealing with his 
(her) employees. 
16. My work li loo demanding. 
14. My supervisor it fair when dealing with his 
(her) employees, 
17. It Ii eoiy for ma to talk with my supervisor. 
19. There ll • lot of mellcloui gossip In my office. 
19. My supervisor grants annual leave fairly, 
20. I prefer working In my unit to working In any 
other unit In the Department of Revenue, 
21 
22. My office ii too noisy. 
My equipment Is adequate for me to do a good 
lob. 
SA A 0 S D 
SA A D SD 
SA A D SO 
SA A 0 SD 
SA A 0 SO 
SA A 0 SO 
SA A 0 so 
SA A D so 
S A A D so 
SA A 0 so 
SA A D so 
SA A D SD 
SA A D so 
SA A D so 
SA A D so 
SA A D S D 
SA A D SD 
SA A 0 so 
SA A 0 so 
SA A D SD 
SA A D SD 
SA A 0 S D 
23. I wish that I had more work to do. SA A D SD 
24. Overall working conditions in my office ere 
quite good. SA D SO 
25. My office Is (check one): .11) Too cold 
.(2) Just right 
(3) Too hot. 
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PSYCHOMETRIC LABORATORY 
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Satisfactions with p r tv» prumotions» coworkers* supepvis^r. and work 
A»»E Trir hE°E»'UEMT VARIAuLES 
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Calculation o* *djusied ceo. means 
PPOBUEM 1 Rf-AMALYSiS 1 WITH THE FOLLOWING t> CRITERIA AND 9 COVARIATES 
PAY^AT rp<MOSAl CuWORKSAT SUPLRVSaT WORKSaT AGE EOUCATION OKGTtNURE POSTENURE JOBLEVEL 
AGEAJL rO"XJL OrtGTENXJL POSIENXJL 
SPtC.AL uPDER OF EFFfcCTS 
NO CONSTANT TrRM IN IHIS MODEL UNLESS SPtClFIED dELOW 
WS, 
ESTIMATES AOJ'»ST£D F«R 9 COVARIATES 
CRIfERTA 
CONTRAST PAYSAT PROMOSAT COVlO°KSAT SUPLRVSAT WOKKSAT 
WS 
1 -2.1U7 ,70«* 1,077 JL.3U5 -1,312 
2 1.01H -.333 . -.509 -.645 .620 
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ManCoVA OF RE"E»'UE JMTA 
SEX *S THE IN^EPENPt'^T VARiADLE 
SATISFACTIONS WITH P,iY» PROMOTIONS' COWORKERS* SUPERVISOR. A W WORK 
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PAYoAT pr*M0S*F COWORKSAT SUPERVSaT WOPKSaT AGE EDUCATION orgtenure postenure joblevel 
AoEaJL FOMXJL OhGTENXjl P0S1ENXJL 
FACTOR S 2 LEVELS SEX 
DEVIATION CONTRAST* 
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S. 

















ESTIMATES ADJUSTED FwR 9 COVARIATES 
12.i'»9 
• «*06 














TJTbT OF WTTHI*' ftLLS REGRESSION 
TEST* OF SIGNIFICANCE USINu WILKS LAMDOA CRITERION AN n CANONICAL CORRELATIONS 
TEST OF HOOTS F nFHYp nFFRR P LFSS THAN R 
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